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To the President \of the Senate and the^r 

Speaker of the House of Representatives , 

This report discuss.es the -need for a more concentrated 
effort by the Department of Education to better control 
education-related Federal paperwork and for the Office of 
Management and Budget to- coordinate' with the Departi^ent in this 
effort* We m^de this review to assess* how .well theft^ agencies 
were implementing sfcecfcfip legislation ^designed to reduce this 
Federal paperwork burden. 

* ' » 

• WerarT's ending copies of this report to the appropriate 
House and Senate ^qnftnitte'es; to the Director , *0£fjLce of 
Management and ^Budget; and to the; Secretary, Department of . 
Education. 

• ' ~- \ • 




■ ^Comptroller Gejieral , 
of the United States 



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S 
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS 



EDUCATION PAPERWORK . '\ * 
REQUIREMENTS ARE 
BURDENSOME:, BETTER 
FEDERAL CONTROLS' NEEDED 



DIGEST 



The Department of Education (ED) needs 
to better control Federal education- & 
related ^paperftork by improving the 
effectiveness and efficiency of^iCs 
review process and 'By fully implementing 
t legislation' designed to reduce such 
paperwork. The Office of Management 
and Budget tOMB) needs to more effectively 
carry out its paperwork control oversight " 
responsibilities by coordinating closely 
with' ED and providing appropriate guidance. 
This Federal paperwork affects over 11 
million' respondents and requires more 
than 41 million hours to complete 
annually. - . . <- 

* LEGAL REQUIREMENTS • 
NOT BEING MET 

In 1978 the Congress passed the Control 
of Paperwork Amendments to .better control , 
, education-related paperwork and reduce 
unnecessary reporting, These amendments * 8 
required th£ Secretary, of the theft 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare (transferred to tjtie Secretary of 
ED"* in 1979 ) to take * specif ic actions to 
coordinate and control this paperwork 
(see p. 2). However, 3 years after 
passage,, these education amendments 
have yet to be* 'fully implemented. 
* 

First, the Secretary needs to reactivate the 
Federal Education Data Acquisition Council 
which the amendments established to repre- 
sent both the public and Federal ^agencies 
in advising and assisting ED in education- 
related .information collection *matters 
and in approving paperwork review 
policies, practices, and procedures. x 
( See pp. 5 and 6 . ) 
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Next, routine education-related Information^ 
requests have keen^lmposed on the publip *~ 
which had not been approved and- publicly 
announced by February 15 preceding' the 
school year as required by law.' During the 
past* 3 years the Secretary published 586 
"proposed" collectibn requests subject to 
late approval and use after the! deadline . 
ED officials said "this practice yill 
be discontinued .for th.e 1982-83 school 

, year, (See p. 6. ) 

* * * 

% ED has* not develqped the required aut<imated 
indexing system for cataloging information 
and identifying redundant c611ection requests 
A $340,553 contractor-developed system wa^ 
never up^atajfl,. little used, ~&nd important' . 
data were Mrtially erased. Currerit actions 
to", reactivate and update the existing system 
should be deferred until feasibility and cost 
studies 6f alternative approaches have 

been .conducted. (See ch. 4.) . * . 

> 

Although ED is -required to coordinate and 
con»trol all education-related information 
requests, the Secretary has allowed both 
0MB and bther agencies to determine 
if specific requests were sutfject- to the 
.education amendments 1 review andl approval % 
provisions. *This has caused inconsistencies 
and^has prevented some educationrr elated 
requests' .from being identified and \ " - 

reviewed by ED., (See pp.* 9 and 10.) 

Finally, ED has not provided adequate over- 
sight 'information to the Congress on EC } 
activities. Although *ED* reported to the 
Confess wf tfrin the 3-year period required 
•by 'law^-its .report did not address the 
^implementation of all provisions of the 
amendments ,or recommend ^ny legislative 
changesVto reduce undue burdens. (See > 
pp. 7 s and 8.^) . ' ^ 

ED | S PAPERWORK REVIEW PROCESS 
SH0UU> BE MORE EFFICIENT AND 

effective lr : : 7 • 

Although the- ^amendments have been in effect 
for, '3 years, related pajperworlc review 

• \ ' • ' . '• ii •■ • 



guidelines have never, been formalized*. 
ED 1 paperwork ; review staff — spme'new ^nd 
inexperienced--nkufrt rely on several 

of guidelines, none of 
ED' reviewers with detailed 
p. 17.) 



different sets 
which provide 
guidance.' (Se|e 



419,000 respon 
pomjplete annua 
identified ''22: 



Enforcing the February 15 deadline and elim- 
inating unauthorized forms would reduce the . 
paperwork burden/. During 1^80 and 1981 ED 
i:ormation collection requests 
neet the-February 15 deadline.' 



approved 86; in 
which did not 

Officials estimated these requests weuJLd take 



<{fents over 1 million hours to 

Ly.^ Also, in one ED office GA 
information collection requests 
which were either never approved* or expired/. 
(See pp. 17 an£ 18. ) 



ED could also shorten its, paperwork review" . 
processing tim^« Although its initial review 
time seemed reasonable (averaging about 2 
months), it .took an average of almost 5 
weeks to obtain finaX approval /Deca use 
staf f-reyiewed information collection re- 
quests were allowed to accumulate before 
being submitted for approval. (See pp; 
18 and 19.) fc - J 

Recently the Paperwork Reduction Act of l t 980 
transferred ED's final paperwork approval 
authority to 0MB,. ^ ED and OMB are using 
three partially^duplicative internal proc- . 
essirKj forms, and their respective review 
procedure's have not been effectively 
coordinated. (See pp. 16, 17, and 19.) 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION IS NEEDED 

ED^'s reviews of .other Federal agencies ' 
•education-relate'd information requests ar 
bes.et with problems. ED's authority to 
reyiew other Federal agencies' education- 
related information requests is unnecess 
and should be eliminated. No other age 
has. similar multiagency review authority 
over information 'Collections in a speci'fic A 
program area. . « 

ED's multiagency reviews have not been - 
* systematically for ^consistently performed 




•and cannot be^egally enforced. Difficulty in 
identifying educa'tion-rela ted information, re-'-^ 
quests creates confusioiV, ex,tra paperwork, and 
processing delays*' In. addition , other provi- 
sion^ of the education amendments, some of ' 
which are similar -io. provisions in the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, were 
not actively being implemented (JJee pp. 3 

*to*ll and 20 and. 21.)" m 

WHY THE 'REVIEW WAS MADE . 

" V* * ' 
^During the past '5 years educational funding . 

has ig^reased subs-bantially with a resulting 
k increase in Federal paperwork; In- 1978 the 
'Co/igress passed the Control of Paperwork. 
. Amendments to enat^ri the Secretary *to reduce 
ynnecessar'y* redundant ineffective , or ^ex- 
cessively cpstly 'information collection, 
requests. GAO conoue^ed this review to „ 
, determine if the Secretary was Efficiently 
?nd effectively implementing the^aroendments 1 
provisions. v 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE, SECRETARY 
OF EDUCATION • 

• * 

The Secretary of Education should: 

--Reactivate the Federal Educajtion Data • 
' Acquisition -Council . 

>' 

* — Ensure that, except under urgent or very 
unusual circumstances, only education- ./ 
related information collection-requests' 
which have b^en approved* ahd publidly* 
announced by the February ,15 preceding 
.the school ^ear.are imposed o,n respon- 

. * dents . f ( 

— implement all education amendments 1 re- 
-.quirements for controlling education- 
related paperwrk. , * 

— Work with' OM^jET develop efficient ** 
\ coordinating procedures and compatible 
automated systems for identifying informa- 
tion collection redundancies. 
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1 % J 

— Conduct feasibility and cost analyses or 

autdmated indexing system alternatives 

before undertaking further system develop-* 

ment • • , t 

Sfee pages 22, an^ 28 for details and 

further recommendations* 

RECOMMENDATION TO THE DIRECTOR', OMB 

The Director of OMB should,- as part of'OMB's 
responsibility mader the Paperwork Reduction 
£ct of, 1980, issue official" guidance on 
review coordination procedures 'between ED — 
and OMB. • (See p, 23.) 

RECOMMENbATION TO THE CONGRESS 

The Congress should amend the Control of 
Paperwork , Amendments of 1978 to limit ED's 
review and coordination authority to ED 
infQrmation collection requests. (See p. 13 
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND GAP'S EVALUATION 
— . » 

ED agreed with GAO's recommendations to the* 
Secretary and stated that corrective action 
either had been taken or was pJLannejd/ GA0 
* commends E?D fo^tnaking improvements but 
questions the adequacy of stome Of the 
stated actions. For example, &D (l^ did 
not 'discus's how or when it planned to 
implement specific education amendment 
provisions' and (2) chose a " rudimentary" 
mini-computer package to meet its automated 1 
indexing system needs without conducting 
recommended .feasibility and cost .analjyses . 

(See pp., 13, 23, and 29.) J 

* • x 

OMB agreed with GAO that it needed to issye 
official guidance on review coordinating 
-procedures • and stated that its Circular 
A-40, s when revised, * wo^d>me^t this need. 
GAO' encourages OMB to expeditiously im- 
plement this recommendation . The OMB 
cular A-40 .has been under revision 
for over 2 ye^rs . (See' p. 2'$*) 
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• ' . ■ ■ " ^CHAPTER X » , v • 

- INTRODUCTION k ■ 

^ * " J • - 

This ^report discusses how the Department "of Education (Eft) 
controls and manages the information reporting bu/den imposed by 
the* Federal Government on educational* agencies and institutions. 
While most typ&s of ^reporting requirements are subject only to- 
internal agency review and final Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) appfpval/ the Congress, acknbwledging the formidable , 
sizd o£ t\\e educatloVrelated burden, enacted' special legislation 
in 1978' to coordinate and control education-related Federal 
paperwork. -Under this legislation ED is responsible for over- 
seeing educatipn-related reporting requirements generated by a 
number of different programs ^andr agencies with a viejw to 
ducing the bu^den^and maximizing the efficiency and effectiveness 
of data. collection activities. * * 

THE EDUCATION' PAPERWORKS-BURDEN / • ^ 

HAS BEEN STEADILY INCREASING ^ ^ * ' ^ '\ 

«• * «■ 
Over the last few decades the Federal role irr-educatioii has 
expanded dramatically. The many pieces of education legislation 
passed during this time, such as the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, the Higher Education Act, t knd the Natiofltel School 
Lunch Act, testify ta,fehis growing role/ During the pa^t 5 years 
educational funding ha$ increased substantially.' For example, . 
'during this period basic education grants and guaranteed student 
loans increased about 3(30 percent from less than 1/2 billion 
dollars and a-lifttle over l^billion dollars, respectively, 
to nearly $2.5' billion and $3 billion. Proposed Federal funding 
for education in 'f iscatj.^ year 1983 exceeds $13 billion. 

Increased Federal- funding- has, in £urn, increased reguej3ts 
^or information from the educational comiriunity. The magnitude * 
of this paperwork burden is reflected, by Federal Register lists 
of education-related* information collection requests. In 
February 1982, the Federal* Register * listed 2-32 approved requests 
affecting 11.7 million respondent? and requiring 41.2 million 
hoursivto complete. The increasing papery/ork tyurden* has become 
a major, source of complaints from State and* local participants 
in Federal^programs', kome o # f whom perceive the burden to be 
dut of proportion to the level of Federal funding they receive.* 

* * * v. 

Demands for information from educational institutions are 
made not' only by the many bureaus, divisions, and offices now in 
ED but by other agencies which fund education-related programs/ 
such as the Veterans Administration, the Department of Agriculture 
and 3 'the National .Spience Foundation. ♦ ' 



LEGISLATION CENTRALIZED FEDERAL CONTROL 
OVER EDUCATION-RELATED PAPERWORK ~ 

• -Effective October 1, 1978, 'the C^wgress b^Ssed the M Control 
.of paperwork Amendments" to the General Education Provisions Act^ 
to stem the education paperwork explosion and -to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of data collection -The amendments 
established a centralized structure for approving gducation-related 
paperwork. They also made the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
W.elfar^e/ N x^sponsible for, reviewing, coordinating, and approving 
data collet>tion requests by Federal agencies whenever (1) the 
respondents ve re primarily educational agencies or institutions 
and (2) the collections were requesting information needed 
for the management or formulation of policy related to federal 
education programs or studies related to the implementation 
of * Federal education programs, if " 

To advise and assist the Secretary in this regard and to 
prescribe procedures fSr paperwork review, , these education amend- 
ments established the Federal Education Data, Acquisition Ofricil 
(FEDAC) . FEDAC members are appointed by the Secretary froilPboth 
the public and 1 thte -major Federal a'gencies engaged in^the collec- 
tion and use of educatSbn data. FEDAC. is required to meet regu- 
larly during the year and must be headed byvan individual from 
an agency 'with expertise in data collection but with no ma'jor 
education data collection activities. * 

k Other major provisions ,of the education amendments included 
^requirements for the Secretary to (1) approve an£ publicly 
announce all education-related information requests by February 15 • 
preceding the beginning -of the new school year, (2) develop ari 
automated indexing system for cataloging all available data, (3) 
establish uniform reporting dates among Federal "agencies, and (4) 
provj.de progress reports to the Congress at least dnck every 3 
years * 

ORGAN! 2ATIQNAL CHANGES HAVE / < 

AFFECTED ED REVIEW FUNCTIONS - 

to » 

Under the Department of Education Organization Afrt, approved 
October 17, 1979, thfe paperwork control function was transferred 
from the Secretary of I^ealth, Education, and Welfare to the new 
Secretary of Education. Then, £he. Paperwork Reduction Act of . 
parO, effective April 1, 1981, tranaf erred final approval ■ 
authority for education-related information collection requests * 
from 'the Secretary" of Educaticypt to thp Director, OMB., In * 

* , 



l/Currently the responsibility of the Secretary of ■ Education . J* 



/ 

V*. 



addition to reaffirming the Secretary's review responsibilities- 
f * ' for such requests, the act expanded them t^(Mi|iclude any infor- 
mation collection requests that either were ^Lrected primarily 
- to educational agencies or institution^ or peSained to Federal 

* education program management, policy, or implementation Pre- 
viously, requests were submitted ;to the Secl^tary only if they 
met both of these .cpondititfhs . 

v . Day-to-day implementation of the Secretary's review respon- 

sibilities has been carried out by what is commonly referred to 
as the JpEDAC staf,f . This staff j comprised .of ED employees, has 
undergone a series of reorganizations arid staffing changes since . 
it became operational in April 197? . Initially, it was estab- 
lished *in the National Center for Education Statistics and was 
i . staffed by temporarily assigned personnel. The Center fouijd it 

* increasingly difficult, however, ?o provide' the required support * 
*> , in the face o£ reductions in its personnel ceilings. In December 

19.80, because of the growing paperwork burden, a developing 
review backlog, and competing Center prio^^/ties , ED ojbted to 
! * relocate the FEDAC staff irni£s Office of Management/ At the 

same time, as an 'efficiency measure to eliminate duplications of 
-functions antl review cycles, the staff was consolidated wj.th ED's 
forms clearance office as the Division , of Education Data Control. 

Reorganizations affecting the activities discussed in this, 
report we^e not limited to ED's internal sphere. As indicated 
previously, both FEDAC and the FEDAC staff were part ojf the 
£ transition of programs and personnel that accompanied the creation 

of ED out of the -former Department of Health, Education, and 
. Welfare. Proposals for Gavetnment-wide reorganization currently 
being formulated by .Presio^nt Reagan include abolishing ED and * 
relocating its essential functions. Since paperwork Control and 
management is an essential function and the education amendments 
would Remain in effect, it most likely woulcf become the responsi- 
bility of another Government organization. Thus, eliminating 
ED would simply reverse the transfer of functions vfhich occurred 
^ when the Department was created. ^ 

OBJECTIVES/ SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

We evaluated paperwork control and review activities of 

ED. Our objective was to determine ±<x' what extent' the Secretary 
of Education was implementing the provisions of the education 
amendments and to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of 
ED's implementation activities. This review was performed in 
accordance with GAO's "Standards for Audit of Governmental 
Organizations, Programs, Activities, and Functions." 

As part of our evaluation of the adequacy oj£ controls and 
procedures established for- managing education^pelated paperwork, 
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we reviewed the accomplishments of FJBDAC . We interviewed former 
Council members, reviewed minytes of FED AC meetings and other ' 
Council documents,, evaluated the policies and procedures estab- ' 
lished by the Council, and determined its current status and* * 
membership. We also analyzed the workings of the FEDAC staff. 
We interviewed current and former staff members and reviewed 
staff memoranda, guidelines, and reports. ^Funding and staffing 
arrangements a Aa were evaluated, 1 , , 

i, • < * 

We reviewed ED 1 s clearance files to assess , ED ' s paperwork 
processing efficiency and controi . This included determining to 
what extent the^educatioa-related ^information collection requests 
welre being approved and publicly announced by February 15 prior- 
to the new school year. We also assessed the timeliness of. ED's 
clearance reviews. " ' 

' . We 'reviewed OMB' s clearance fdles to determine .if unapproved 
education-related information requests were being imposed on the 
public. We discussed specif id ^quests whose titles suggested 
they were education related with OMB, and applicable agency clear- 
ance officials. 

In addition to evaluating ED's paperwork processing 'controls, 
we also talked with top-level • of ficials and reviewed appropriate 
documents ii\> evaluating the Secretary's compliance witl other 
education amendment provisions. Evaluating the requirement to 
develop' an automated indexing system included a. review of contract ^ 
files and discussions with ED officials. We made this evaluation to 
assess the extent to which the system was being used, current status 
of the existing system, recent funding arrangements , ^and agency 
plans for filrther system development. We also discussed with ED 
officials other amendment provisions such as the requirement to ' 
establish , uniform reporting dates among Federal agencies. 

To obtain respondents 1 vi^ws on ED .clearance activities, we 
interviewed officials from .the National Association of Independent 
Colleges >and Universities, the State Higher Education Executive 
Officers organization, and* the Committee on Evaluation and 
Information Systems of the Council of Chief State School Officers. 
We also attended the 'committee 1 s 1981 annual meeting. * 

Our work did not include assessing the extent to which ET> 
review had eliminated unnecessary or. redundant information requests 
nor the efficiency an<? usefulness of individual requests which 
have been approved- These and other issues have been targeted 
for a subsequent review. * • , * 
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' CHAPTER 2 
" CONTROLS OVER EDUCATION- RELATED PAPERWORK 

» " i 

DO NOT FULFILL LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 

1 / .... 

• \ 

ED needs better controls to comply. with the law and effec- 
tively manage £he- paperwork burden imposed on the education^ 
community. Although the education amendments w;ere enacted" 
oyer 3 years ago, -most their provisions .have not been fully 
implemented. ED needs to reactivate FEDAC , . enforce paperwork 
review and. approval* requirements,, and place higher priority on 
complying with other provisions of the amendments. In addition, 
the Congress shOu lei amend" the legislation to limit- the scope of 
ED's review authejrity to ED requests, a.^. ) 

POLICYSETTING FED&P MEETINGS ' 
SHO^D BE REGULARITY HELD > 

The 1978 aclf^provides that FEDAC meet regularly during the 
year to. advice ancT assist the Secretary with education-related 
information collections. The Council has not met, however, 
since November 1979 and held only one meeting prior to that time. 
Former Council H&iritiers attributed the Cpuncil's inactivity to 
upheaval accompanying tfj.e r fqpnation of ED and the continuing 
possibility (pr'ior to passage of the Paperwork Reduction Act) 
that FEDAC would-be abolished through new legislation. The 
Secretary ha« not appointed new members to Council vacancies 
which have periodically occurred and has not' scheduled addi- 
tionalTCouncil meetings. ■ ' 

The Council's- primary accomplishment was to develop and 
approve interim ^fiPAC review procedures- The" procedures were 
published in the ^August 8, 1979 J Federal Register and comments 
we£e obtained:,, ^Revisions based on the comments were considered 
at the November 1979 'Courtcil meeting but were never formalized. 
Thus, the' procedures in effect remain "interim." * 

* ^ i / * 

In 'the policymaking area, .the Council left one major . f 

issue ^unresolved and gave incorrect advice on another. It never 
.provided \ the guidance necessary to identify and "control educa- 
tion-related information collection requests. "Interim criteria 
were. inadequate* because they did not enable ED to determine which 
paperwork requests were education related and subject to the re- 
view' provisions of the education amendments. Also, applicable 
education-related' programs were never identified. Although 
this issue was debated by > the Council, it was never resolved. \ 
Further discussion was planned for future Council meetings, J 
but none Wer6 ey^r held. *» 

• * One of the policies the Council did establish violates the t \ 
intent of the law*' The edfucation amendments generally provide 
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*hat "no information or data will be requested of any educational 
agency or ynstitutiorr unless tlyrt request has been approved and 
publicly announced by the February 15 'immediately preceding 
the beginning of the new ^school year. * The Council, however, 
agreed on /a broader interpretation of this requirement.- Its 
interim procedures state that the 'secretary -may review and 
give final approval to data activity plarfs and data collection * % 
instruments /after February 15. ^f reactivated, as we rec- ' 1 
ommend, ime Gouncil should revise, this position to conform 
to the law. * < 

^ y , 

advance Approval' and announcement^ of % 
information collecti on requests should 
be enforced » ' i t 

ED routinely approved infdirmation collection requests after 
the February 15 deadline aftd allowed them,to be # imposed on the 
public. | Also, it* did not ensure that all approved requests 'were 
publicly announced °as required. i 

In congressional hearings which preceded the passage of the 
education am6mdments, witnesses most frequently complained that 
they were notvgiven sufficient advance hotide of information 
requests to properly prepare for collection. They claimed that 
often, they wese not informed'rof majpr Federal collections until 
/shortly before or after the st^rt Qf the^school year. The amend- 
ments addrepjSed this problem **by requiring advance approval and 
notification by the February 15 deadline. * 

However, [ED 'compliance wit£ bT>th the^approval and arinounce- 
ment provisions of the l'a# has been incomplete. * During the past 
3 ye^rs^the Secretary allowed 586 "proposed" collection requests 
to be listed subject to later approval and use after the February 
15 deadline. ^JJuring 1900 ED approved 5& of the "proposed" re- 
quests. ,In ^addition, ED approved other requests which were 
never announced. We found 3Q sucVi approved* unannounced requests 
foxL school^/ears 1980-81 and 1981-82 in ED 's .clearance files. 
(Th£ impate£ of these requests is discussed further in ch. 3*) 

ED officials maintained that in the past, factors su<3h as 
the long lead time required for the design, negotiation, and 
execution of contractor studies; congressional reauthorization 
schedules; and federal grant program formula changes- necessitated 
flexibility .in applying. the -February 15 approval deadline. Never- 
theless, ED officials told 6s that they plan to strictly enforce 
this deadline for school year 1982-83 requests and that they have 
in fact granted only 15 postdeadline approvals for current school 
year requests.; 



OTHER LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS 
NEED TO BE ADDRESSED ' 



In addition to establishing a central ize<3. jceview structure, 
t.he education amendments 6ontained_other provisions designed 
to reduce the education-related paperwork- burden. However, most 
pf T these provisions" have^ltot been Comprehensively addressed. 



Regtrired report to the Congress 
was incomplete v 
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Althbugh ED submitted* a, report to the Congress within 3 
years as required by law, failed to include required infor- 
mation. Specifically/ ED did not address its implementation 
of ^several provisions of the -education amendments; nor did .it 
make recommendations for revisions to any Federal laws which 
the Secretary. found were imposing undGe^ burdens on educational 
institutions. For ex^jnple, ED did , not address. its efforts to 
implement the required automated indexing System and made no 
legislative, change recommendations to assist it in establishing 
iniform reporting dates. (See p. 8.) The reports dated January 
i98(X, was submitted to the Senate Committee L on Appropriations 

>sponse to a Committee^inqijiry about paperwork coordination 
tnd reduction activities. It^described the FEDAC review staff's 
efforts during the period April throvftjh December 1979, showed \ 
the total burden hour reduction achieved by its clearance activ- 
ities, and analyzed the reduction by school level for each ED 
office and bureau. The report conclttfcted that, on the basis 
of 'the achievements it described, the intent of thfe education 
amendments was indeed being realized. 

' . v 'ED planned to issue another implementation report to the. 

Congress by March 31, 1982. however, this report will have to 

contain more information than its predecessor if it is to 
meet the law's requirement. 

Procedures -for reporting, program 
data to a single Federal or 
/^ State. educational agency have u 

^p&Srlfreen developed . - r ' * 

~ , ED has nevei^ att/wppted to develop the required ^procedures 
enabling respondents to submit to one agency information required 
under any Federal education program. ^During the second CounciJ. 
meeting, several officials expressed the vi^w that this require- 
ment wa§ confusing and would be unwieldy,- if not impossible,^ to 
implement/ Furthermore, officials informed us that educational 
agencies and institutions x had expressed no interest in such 
procedures . 4 



Action to establish uniform - * ' • 

reporting dates has beenTDnited 

A 

.ED has done tittle to esta'bl'ish uniform reporting dates 
among Federal agencies. According- to one official, significant 
progress in .establishing uniform dates could be achieved only if 
the Congress assisted by changing legislatively mandated dates.' 
Officials could not cite any examples, however, of reporting 
date proposals submitted by ,ED to the Congress". Also', no such 
proposals were included in ED's implementation, report to the ' 
Congress. Officials said that ED had not conducted any 
studies to ascertain the nature and extent ofe repotting date . 
prbblems or to identity- feasible remedies. ' 'Recently, however, 
ED has taken one step in meeting this provision.' Officials told 
us that in August 1981 several 'ED program officials met and 
agreed to require all colleges and universities to report higher 
education enrollment survey data by October 1. 

* * * 

Automated, indexing 'System was ■ 

inadequate and hot routinely used , % 

ED never fully met the lav^s requirement to develop an auto 
mated indexing system for 'cataloging all available data and to • 
use it to identify redundant information requests/ A redundancy 
checking system 4 was being developed undei; a Department of Health 
Education, and Welfare contract^at the time the law, was passed 
and was completed in late 1979. The FEDAC staff de term ne£ -that 
installing this system constituted compliance -with the law. The 
redundancy checking system was inadequate fpr this purpose, how- 
ever. It had a limited data base ^{ requests generate^ only by 
the former Department 6f Health, Education, and Welfare f s 
Education 'DiVision and Office f or Mvil >Rights) and^as never 
updated after It became operational, ^Moreover, ED did- not 
routinely use it aa a review tool'. (See ch. 4 for details.) 

State grants for> Information systems * ¥ * 

have never been made ^ ' V . H 

fcD h^s neither taken nor planned any action to make grants 
to* Stat^*€ducational agencie^ for the development or improvement 
Of education management information systems. Funds were never 
appropriated for this purpose and, according to one ED official," 
the likelihood that thqy will be appropriated in the near futifre 
is v6ry low given t?he prevailing emphasis on program budget ctfts. 
ED, however, has never asked the Congress to provide funding un- 
der this provision. \ > • J 



t > • 

The Secretary was required to carry out the above mentioned 
provisions under three different conditions. The Secretary* was 



required, without qualif icatiQn, to develop, procedures for reporting 
to single ag&ncies and to periodically report to" the Congress, the 
reguiremen.tS' to develop uniform reporting ctates and an automated 
ind6xing;g£steffl were \o be implemented "insofar as practicable." 
Finally/ the Secretary was "authorized" to make State qrants. 
^Although, these provisions allowed the Secretary varying degrees of 
implementation, flexibility, we believe .more should have been done 
to' ^implement all of them during the 3 years the law has been - in 
effect ♦ ' 

OBD'g' REVIEW AND COORDINATION AUTHORITY 
SHOULD BE LIMITED TO ED REQUESTS 

— * * i * 

Current legislation authorizes ED review authority over all ' 
Federal agencies 1 education-delated information reqiJBsts . f ED* s 
multiagency reviews have not been consistent ox controlled/ and 
its authority to conduct such reviews cannot be. enforced. We 
therefore believe this authority should be limited to only ED 
requests . * - t " 

"Education- related 11 identifications , , 

lack consistent basilT * 1 

ED has ^no^-CpnsAst^nt / meaningful belsis for determining which • 
information collect^r^r^ue^t^ related within the 

Context or the^^vt^ JI?ie education" am#Fidments provided only two 
broad criteria for makruq. such a determination/ "The respondents 
held to.be primarily educ^tipnal agencies or Institutions- "and" 
(broadened to "or" 1 und6r 'tt\e Paperwork ' Reduction Act) ithe^pur- 7 
pose had to be ^Federal^ educational program ^management, pplicy- 
mSklng, or evaluation study. * jED never developed ' adequate * " >r 
guidan£e .fo;r interpreting these criteria. -Jffithout such guidj 
ED fc relied Qn its own staff,* OMB, and other agencies in idei 
fying edudation-f elated, requests, which resulted in inconsistent 
identif icat^oi^and lack of 'control* < 
** * • . — ~ 

In some instances ED^inde^endently made "educ:a'tion-reifce£d" 
determinations when asked by other agency officials. In November 
1979/ for example, the Social Security Adminis-tiLation c6n^"-^__ 
tacte3 ED and requested guidance for information .collection ^ 
requests -involving student benefits' that required some action * 
by school officials.' On thd basis of tKe- information provided,* 
ED determined the requests were not subject tqxits review.. 

At other times Jg^coordinated^itit-jOMB in determining which 
information collection f^uests it should review. For example, 
in January 1980, ~±he director of the* FED AC staff and an 0MB 
*clealrance of fleer breached a mutual agreement on which Department 
of Agriculture requests were Subject to 0MB review and which 
were subject to ED . 




-In still o£her instances ED allowed agencies to* make the 
final determination... For example, -the Depfcj&tment j5f Labor 
determined that none of its information ^colJLection* requests . 
were education related. 11 * , V' 

Requests are not^ being controlled * } * 

Lack of control has prevented fPrneu education-related 
requests from beipg identified - and managed under the .provisions 
of the education amendments v f i ^ 

OMB had independently assumed ^:he review of some requests 
even though it considered them education related within the* 
context of the law/ A desk officer cited three instances in 
which OMB reviewed such requests for reasons of the ^'public 
interest." He said OtfB reviewed the requests so the program 
officials could meet program deadlines.. Desk officers also 
agreed four other OMBrapproved requests probably should have 
been designated "education related" and approved by ED. They * 
'could jiotj explain^ why OMB "had approved them. . , > 

^ Although ED has disagreed with some designations, it' has 
never officially contested them. For example, both the former zl 
current directors of the FEDA'C staff told us they believed ED * 
should review information collection requests of the Department^ 
of* gealth and Huirfan Services 1 Head Start prvogranu OMB, howeverf 
had continued, to review these requests as 'noneducation related. 
The former PEDAC statff director also told us he believed the 
Depajr*tment of Laborers Comprehensive Employment and Training 
Act and Job Corps 'information collectioi£>requests are education 
related and should be subject to FEDAC review* ^ These requests 
h*ave jiot been desifcjrrated "education related" aW<a£% being 
reviewed by-OMB. , ~" ^ - - . 

Law does not provide >for* enforcement m0 

~^<Sbe edu&at-ton amendments provide no enforcement mechanism 
to assist ED in* coordinating^the education-related* information 
Requests of other Federal agencies* ED's only means of securing 
Compliance is^throuCfh persuasion. A , Limiting ED's review to its 
own requests would r „j.h turn*, limit its authority to an a^rea over 
"Whicif^it -has ^control and help^correct previously mentioned coor- 
4inatiojn problems,. -For example, it could then ensure compliance 
fey including the education-?re lathed paperwork control provisions 
injita of f icials 1 performance contracts . 

ED 1 s^mult^Lagency* oversight is unnecessary • ' • 

ED 1 s .authority to review all Federal ' agencies 1 education- 
related information^ requests is unnecessary and should be 
e.lffninated. , * , 
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** Other ^agencies do\ot have Government-wide review author- 
4 i tj&rover a similar specific subject area* ^For example, no* 
similar oversight provision has been provided for* one agency 
to monitor information requests related to medicine, welfare, 
energy, or transportation, etc. ED's- former FEDAC review staff 
director>and an OMfe official # st&ted that they could pot explain 
why education needed any more* special oversight than' other Fed- ' 
eral activities. Since OMB is authorized to. review and approve 
virtually all' Federal information collection requests directed 
to 10 or more respondents, additional multiagency reviews for 
other specific subject areas have not Ipeen authorized. 

ED's multiagency review of education-related information 
collection requests is not working. Its review authority should 
be brought in line with" that of -pther Federal agencies by limiting 
it tb ED requests. . • 

ADDITIONAL LEGISLATIVE 

CHANGE MAY BE NEEDED . * . . . 

In the 3 years sincQ the education amendments were passed 
ED hras done little to implement the major provisions. Also, 
the Congress has not been advised of ED\s failure to implement 
the education 'amendments* f • 

The Paperwork Reduction Act* of ^1980 strengthened controls 
over Federal paperwork and included agency requirements which 
covered many of the educatibn amendments 1 provisions. This act 
gave the Director, OMB, overall authority to control ^paperwork 
and required each agency to appoint a seniofc pfficiai to 
oversee 'its 1 ' information management activities. One such 
activity" is controlling 1 the collection, iis^, and dissemina- • 
tioo of informatiorw < Finally, the act required OMB t& establish^ 
a Federal Information Locator Systemxcoataining; s^nmaries of all V 
information collection requests made by Federal ager\cies to the 
public. Like the automated indexing system roquirecraf ED, this 
system will be used to pinpoint duplication in requests as well 
as to identify .existing inffcrma.ti6n • that may meet the needs of 
the Congress or the public. OMB and the agenclfeg Sre just be- 
ginning to carry out these responsibilities. ^If , and when, 
they fully implement the Paperwork .Reduction Act's requirements, 
, they will^be performing some of the same functicftife as ED is 
currently required to do/but on "a broader scaled 

7 : 

Until ED conscientiously attempts to "implement the education 
amendments 1 provisions, the effectiveness of the law cannot be 
determined. £D should be required to provide/ specif ic details 
of its implementation efforts irv its next legally required, 
implementation report. ,The Congress, through discussions with 
agency officials, by comparing ED ! s report to our findings,' : 
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and by considering si/nilax Paperwork Reduction Act provisions, 
could then decide if the. education amendments should be modified 
or del-eted-. w 

CONCLUSIONS » " • 

r 

The Secretary of Education is\r sponsible, under provisions 
of the 1978 a education amendments, for controlling education- 
related Federal paperwork and for carrying out other activities 
jdirected toward reducing the educ&tion-relatfed Federal paperwork 
burden.- Hpwev.er, the Secretary has not taken all actions necessary 
to fulf ill^these responsibilities. Most of the legislative re- 
quirements either have been only partially addressed or else 
neglectfed ^ m< 

\ FED has not met regularly and thus, has. not provided the 5 
Secretary with the policy ancl procedural guidance nec^&sary to ' 
effectively review and coordinate information collection requests. 
Since the* Secretary has ndt taken the steps necessary to re- 
activate the Council by appointing new -members and establishing 
a meeting # date f important policy issues remain unresolved, thus * 
impairing effective implementation Of the education amendments. 

ED has* not complied with the education amendments' provision 
which requires education-related information requests to be p 
approved and publicly announced by February 15 preceding the * 
school year. ^ By- routinely approving requests after the. -February 
15 deadline ai*d not insisting that all requests be publicly 
announced, ED denied respondents the legally authorized Opportun- 
ity to rev.iew, assess, and react to education-related requirements 
Well in advahfltk (See ch. 3 for further discussion.,) • 
/' ' - 

i, 

Although ED- has established and operated a system for 
education-related paperwork review and approval > it has placed 
iess emphasis on complying w?.th othpr provisions of the law which 
could 'also significantly reduce buifden. These include provisions 
relating to implementation reports to the Congress including 
recommendations for revisions feo' burdensome laws, procedures for 
^submitting r-equired information to. a single £gency> uniform re- 
par;t*ng date^TNand petitioning the Congress for State grants to * 
develop information systems. Lack 6f funding and, lack of a 
strong sense of need are factors which have limited ED 1 s efforts 
in these areas.. Despite jsik:h constraints, we believe ED carl 4 
and should do more ' to adaress these provisions. 

* ED has* not systematically and consistently identified 
and reviewed. agencies 1 education-related information collection 
iwguests as required -by law. ^D's efforts have been hampered by 
inadequate guidance. as well as lack of 4 any legal basis* fop enforce-r 
ment. Since ED's multiagency reviey efforts h«Ve been ineffective 



and are covered, by other legal, provisions, ED's review activities 
should be limited to ED requests! 

recpmMendations to the secretary of" education 

We recommend that the Secretary of Education: 
r * « ■ * • 

— Reactivate the Federal Education CData Acquisition Council 
t and ensure that it meets regularly and performs its duties 
* / as required by law. , ^ * , 

-"-Take steps to implement the education amendments '^/require- 
ments.' including such provisions as reports to the Congress, 
procedures for Submitting required information to a single 
\ V agency, and establishing jan;j.form reporting dates. 

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS 



We recommend that the Congress amend the^ontrol of 
Paperwork Amendments of 1978 to limit ED's review 4 and coordina- 
tion authority to ED information collection requests. Suggested 
legislative language ana a chart showing ths effect of t:he pro- 
posed change appear in Appendixes II and III. 

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR- EVALUATION 

Department of Education *■ * - . 

t ED agreed with our recommendations to the Secretary and 
cited planned actions to. comply with them. ED is in the .process 
of reactivating the Federal ^Education Data Acquisition Council 
and has scheduled a Council meeting for April 1982. We strongly 
encourage ED to ^adhere to this^ schedule, especially since the 
Cotyacil has .hot met regularly, as required by law, in over 2 
years. Also, ars indicated in our report, important information 
collection issues remain 'Unresolved, pending consideration by 
the^next Council. * * " fc 

Although ED agreed with our recommendation to implement the. 
education amendments 1 requirements, it' did not state how i*t 
planned to fully comply with them. ED discussed its plans, for 
addressing one requirement only — to develop .uniform reporting 
dates for^J>tate educational agencies that apply for Fede'ral grants 
However, Et> did not mention any plans to "implement the remaining 
education amendment's including those highlighted in our rec- 
ommendations. ED should t&ke steps to fully implement all pro- 
visions of the education amendments. 
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ED ^disagreed with our recommendation to the Congress, ^ 
asserting that it has fulfilled its- role as envisioned by the 
+ Congress and that its paperwork reviews have fteen essential in 
. eliminating -redundant' collection propbsals. it a-lso stated 
that over 83 percent of the , education-related paperwork projected . 
for school year 1982-83 would be imposed by agencies other tha^p • 
• ED, such a^ the Departments of Agriculture and Labor* However, 
the following facts support our position that ED's review author^*' 
.ity should be limited./ m >t 

"■"■^^Congress intended that one of ED's primary roles would in- 
clude identifying ^and reviewing all education-related. information • 
collection requests. Our report shows, however, that ED^has not 
met tfhis intent ^and has allowed OMB and other agencies to inde- 
pendently make "education-related" determinations. This lack o£ 
control has created inconsistencies, caused conftision, and pre- 
vented some education-related requests flrom being identified^] 
For example, although ED stated that tY\e Department of Labor im- * . 
poses Requests which are "education related," none were so 
identified and reviewed by ED during the past 2 school years. 

We d^> not dispute ED u s statement that its reviews success- 
' fully 'eliminated redundant information collect-ion,, proposals. 
However, as we reported, the Paperwork Reduction Act qf 1980 
charged OMB with overall authority for reviewing and approving 
Federal information collection requests. According to OMB, 
since 4-t undertook this responsibility, it has reduced the 1980 
• Federal paperwork burden by 17 percent. These efforts support 
our conclusion that vesting* ED with review authority, over other 
Federal agencies is unnecessary." ' • 

Finally, ED's statement that *83 percent of the education- y ^ > 
related paperwork would be imposed by other agencies needs" 
further explanation. Of the total 'education-related reqdests 
approved for school ye ajf 1982-83, over 75 percent t>f the 
burden originates from only two information collection requests — 
a .Department of Agriculture collection request for its school 
food^ program and a National Science Foundation grant appli- 
cation. Excluding these two requests, ED is the largest f 4 
collection agency and requires over 72 'percent of the education- * 
related Federal paperwork burden. Moreover, OMB lias final 
^reviW and approval authority- over all agencies* requests 
including those reviewed by ED. * ** 
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OMB agreed that ED's review a^d coordination authority 
should be limited. OMB said the responsibilities entrusted* to 
FED AC duplicated those vested in OMB 1sy the Paperwork .Reduction 
Act of 1980 and, thus, are no longer necessary. » OMB added that 
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provision for FEDAC* was not to be\ included in the Administrar 
tion 1 a propo.sal for the Foundation for Education Assistance- and 
indicated that this would eliminate the FEDAC requirement. 

Although the-. % 1980 Paperwork Reduction A«t provides ^en'&ral 
controls over education' paperwork, it does not rndlude all of 
-the specific provisions of ED 1 s Control of Paperwork Amendments 
of 1978 (which include^ the FEDAC provisions). The chart, in 
Appendix III shows specific responsibilities * for the Secretary, 
ED, and FEDAC under both existing and proposed ED paperwork 
legislation. Until ED or its proposed successor tests the 
feasibility and usefulness of* the Control of Paperwork 
Amendments by actively implementing them, these amendments 
should not be eliminated^ 

* i « 




CHAPTER 3 

effectiveness' and. efficiency of ed's 

paperwork Review process should be improved 

ED..needs better paperwork controls and procedures to reduce 
the' paperwork, burden imposed on ,the education community.' Papers 
work review guidelines had not been formal ized^the legally 
mandated February 15 deadline was not being enforced, and unneces 
sariiy lengthy processing times were occurring. ED and OMB 
coordinating procedures also need to be revised and formalized. 

ED'S PAPERWORK REVIEW PROCESS NEEDS 

STRENGTHENING AND STREAMLINING ' - 

\ 

a^he Secretary has had difficulty implementing the 1978 
amendments regarding paperwork approval activities. -For the 
first year and a. half before ED was formed, the National Center 
for Education Statistics provided the bulk of the FEDAC review - 
staff through, temporarx^assignments. This arrangement did nat a 
provide sufficient staff 6r allow adequate time for persons^ ' 
to develop the needed competencies. An ED reorganization ih • 
February 1981 .increased the staffing and authority of the review 
staff but also necessitated- an adjustment periodJfpr the new 
office. Although planned projects include. consoWfcating. redun- 
dant paperwork pr-ocessing forms currently required by - ED and OMB 
and developing- guidelines' for initiating and processing 'infor- 
mation requests,- more needs to be done. 

Paperwork processing forms need to be 1 » *' , 

consolidated or eliminated" : 

» . 

ED and OMB cuu-rently -use thi\ee separate internal- forms in 
the review and approval process for information collection v 
requests. Many aspects of these forms 8 are redundant and should • 
be consolidated. 

omA 

i 'I^f 3 Ty- «v<suiiii5iii.-»nus ayency mrorman 

lectioh requests. ED required the > FEDAC 1000, "Data Plan 
information,"- and" supplement as^i planning document for .education- 
related information collection^ eduests and the FEDAC 1100, 
Data Activity Plan Summary^ to Obtain information necessary 
for the legally required February 15 advance notice of proposed 
education-related information P>llect;Lon requestjs. < 

. According ,to . an ED official, the FEDAC 1000* already has 
been unofficially eliminated in favor of OMB-' s SF-8i3. He ex- 
plained that this gradually occurred when ED stopped .demanding 



OMA requires the S§?83, "Request for OMB Review," .with 
Support^g. statement^fpr Government-wide agency information col- 
lection reauefits. Fn fko.Dpnuo l Ann it ^ _ _ _ 
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its use rather than as a result of any official notification that,, 
it was no longer required. ED also realizes that many aspects 
of its FEDAC1100 are covered by OMB 1 s SF-83 and supporting 
statement and hfas considered revising the form to eliminate 
its redundant requirements. However , no formal action has been 
taken. * 

/? 

Since the Paperwork Reduction Act transferred final approval 
authority from ED to OMB, ED should/ use the SP-83 where feasible 
and officially eliminate . tiie redundant and unnecessary ^aspects 
of its forms. . ~ 

Detailed review guidelines needed 

Although ED recognizes that it needs its own guidelines to 
assist its staff in reviewing information collection requests, 
n<>ne have been formalized during the 2 1/2 years the FED AC review 
-staff % has been operational. Instead, ED has relied on OMB revie^ 
procedures, interim PEDAC review procedures, and the memory and 
expertise of its experienced* reviewer s. We were also told that a 
Department of ^Health, Education, and Welfare General Administrative 
Manual, revised September 1979 , pr^atsrihed policies and procedures 
for reports clearance to be used Ky tnfe^FEDAC review staff 
until it could develop its own— manual. However, all but one 
the PEDAC staff members we c^tacted about the manual were unaware 
of its' existence, and the one staff member never used it. 

The former PEDAC Staff directors-initiated a project *to 
draft a detailed PEDAC review manual T^ut abandoned it for lack 
of staff. 

An ED official agreed that,.,better guidelines were needed 
to* infprove the consistency of ED reviews and facilitate the^ 
training pf staff members. The Complexity of €he review process, 
organizational .changes, and use of inexperienced staff members 
make the need for formalized review guidelines imperative. 

ENFORCING THE FEBRUARY 15 

DEADLINE AND ELIMINATING 

BOOTLEG FORMS WOULD REDUCE BURDEN 

* 1 The Congress anticipated that the education amendments 
would reduce the paperwork burden by providing for advance 
notice and approval of all information requests planned for 
each new school year* This provision would allow institutions 
enough time to assess and prepare response's and would eliminate 
nonurgent collections whifch were'rfot approved by the deadline. " . 
However, these potential burden reductions have not been fully 
achieved because ED has not enforced the February 15 approval 
deadline and has allowed unapproved requests to be imposed 
on respondent^. * * ' 
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For school year 1980-81, ED approved 56 information collec- 
tion requests whi<?h had been listed as proposed but not approved 
prior to the February 15* advanqe notice deadline. Supporting 
documents showed 'these requests were estimated to take 365,000 re 
spondents over 1 million hours to complete annually. * In 
.addition, we identified 30 other approved requests for school 
years 1980-81 and 1981-82 which were not listed, in ED'js anpual 
advance notice announcements. These foirms .were estimated to 
affect 54,000 respondent's and to take over 105 , 000* hours to com- 
plete during a^ 1-year period. By raw these burdens^ should 
never, have been imposed.' (See ch. 2.) ED officials said they 
plan to begin er^forcing thi3 advance approval and notifi- 
cation requiftment^Fer^ne 1982-83 school year. 

Respondents were also subjected to requests which either 
had expired? or had never been approved. For example, of 52 
requests being used by ED's**Office of" Student Financial Assis- 
tance, 22 requests hard not been approved by ED*as requited by 
law — 16 had been approved by 0MB prior to the 1978 "edOrc^t^on 
amendments but had expired and 6 had never been approved. * 

*y * *» • * * 

PROCESSING TIME SHOULD 

BE SHORTENED . * » 

r- 

'The time required for FEDAC staf/ review and final Secretary 
0 approval of information collection requests is too long. ED, 
should reduce this time by obtaining final request approval as 
soon as % feasible after its initial staff review. 

The FEDAC j3taff recommende^approval for- at least 122 re- 
quests fron^the time it became operatiof$al in April 1979 until 
April 1981* 1/ Ofi the average the staff took over 2 months, to * 
reach a decision on these* requests . Most were processed 
.Within 2 months, 45 took moi;e than 2 months, and- 24 were com^ 
pleted in Jess than 1 month. Although this review time- seemed, 
reasonable, the time required to obtain final ED approval was 
longer than necessary because requests were allowed <to accumu- s 
late befpre being sul4^.tted for such approval. (Fin^l approval 
authority was delegated by the Secretary to an, assistant secre- 
tary in" 1979.)- This filhal approval process todk an average 
of 5 weeks for 106 requests approved by the assistant secretary 
during this 2-year period, and in 15 of- these instances' at leasj^ 
2 months elapsed before the requests were finally approved. 
Other approvals were undatqp and could not- be evaluated for 
timely processing. 



l/The FEDAC sta*ff review, files were incomplete'. These 122 re- 
* quests represent those instances where the FEDAC staff 1 s 
recommended approval could be determined. 

♦ 
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ED' s system for submitting requests to the assistant secre- 
tary f or approval accounted for the delay. ^According to ED 
officials,, requests recommended by the FED AC staff for approval 
were not alw$y£, immediately submitted to the assistant secretary 
but were allowed to accumulate until a patch, was ready to be sub- 



the FEDAC $£af f and the -assistant secretary, it lengthened the 
processing £ime and delayed the final approvals necessary for 
'proper request preparation and distribution. ED officials said 
that to help prograi-Poff icials compensate for the lengthy proc- 
essing time", they sometimes, allowed agencies to print their infor 
mation collection requests using tentative FEDAC approval numbers 
subject to final /approvafl . This procedure weakens FEDAC staff 
control "and could result in unnecessary printing expenses for in- 
formation collection requests which ^may be ultimately disapproved 

Final approval authority for education-related requests was 
transfer i;ed; from the Secretary, ED, to the Director, OMB, effec- 
tive April 1, 19,81, by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980. 
However , rED continues to provide an initial FEDACf staff review 
and a final assistant secretary endorsement transferring the 
request to OMB for final approval. " Each of these, steps "should 
be promptly completed to avoid unnecessary processing decays. 



ED artdf ,0MB have not formalized procedures for coordinating 
their reviews of education-related information collection re- 
quests. Thei^ informal procedures need revision to comply/ with 
requirements of the education amendments as well as to reduce 
confusion . and improve efficiency. If the Congtess passes the 
legislation recommended in Chapter 2, however, ED/OMB- coord i- 
nating procedures for education-related paperwork will not be 
needed. * r 

Like* the earlier education amendments/ the paperwork ' 
Reductiqil Act was intended to reduce^ paperwork and to enhance the 
economy and efficiency of the Government. It .transferred firral 
approval authority for education-related information collection 
requests from ED to OMB but at the same time preserved and 
broadened/'ED\s 'review authority to include agency requests that' 
were either directed primarily to education agencies or insti- 
tutions or that pertained to Federal education programs. 
Current education amendments and Paperwork Reduction Act legis- 
lation make the* Secretary , ED, tesponsibl^ for identifying 
and' reviewing' aj.1 education-related request3 (including those 
of oth4r Federal agencies) and the Director*, OMB, responsible 
'for ' arajiting final approval to such requests. The Paperwork 




convenient for 



ED AND OMB COORDINATING * 
PROCEDURES NEED TO BE 
•REVISED -AND FORMALIZED 





r 




r 



Reduction Act also makes the Director responsible for providing 
direction and overseeing the review and approval of information " 
collection reques|b6. & 

To date, howevep, no official guidance has been .issued,* and 
the informal procedures worked out between, the two agencies 'con- 
flict with legal requirements. ED has sent two informal memo-*, 
randuma to-OMtf and one informal memorandum to agency clearance* 
officers describing E&»s understanding of the review coordination 
arrangements reached during its discussions with OMB." However, 
0MB has never officially confirmed these arrangements. 

The most' recentmemorandum addressed to OMB, dated July 27, 
1981, 'stated that all requests initiated within ED and those 
initiated outside ED that were directed to educational institu- 
tions would be reviewed by both ED -and OMB. It also pointed 
out that some uncertainty existed with respect to how requests 
initiated outside ED which were primarily related to educational 
programs would -be reviewed.' ' • 

ED -off ieials^>ld us that ED and'oMB had agreed that, for 
joint review purposes , ED requests wofc^ be submitted first to 
ED and then forwarded to OMB. . pther agencies 1 requests, , however , 
would be submitted' directly to OMB, which would consider. .agency 
recommendations in determining whether of not the requests were 
education related. ED would assist OMB by -scanning the Federal 
Register for applicable requests not identified by OMB. This 
arrangement . conflicts with the education amendments by placing 
OMB rather* than ED in the primary position of identifying 
education^selated requests. , / 

Past experience indicates that processing delays, extra 
paperwork, and confusion among agency officials can result when 
informal coordinating procedures exist and requests are sub- 
mitted^ first to 0MB r for ai^"educat ion-related" designation. For * 
example, prior to enactment of the' Paperwork^Reduction Act the 
Veterans Administration, under OMB* direction, submitted all its 
requests to OMB for approval including, those" listed in the Federal 
Register as "education, related." Thus,^ in September 1980 the 
Veterans Administration forwarded Form 10-1494, "Application for 
a G*ant,""to O^B for review and approval t*o renew the form which 
was due, to expire in November 1980*. This approval was requested 
to provide budget information needed to evaluate continuing 
grant requirements for health care training institutions." 

. Over, a month after the submission, 'OMB returned the request 
and Informed 'the Veterans 'Administration it was education related 
and subject to ED review. The ag^ency^ prepared the additional 
documents required for -submission to ED and forwarded them and" 
the request'to BD in December 19§0. After several weeks of 
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inactivity, informal meetings with ED staff, arid revisions to 
the proposed request, ED disapproved the request 'on March 23, ? 
1981 • Thus, the entire revfew process took nearly 6 months and 
extended past the old form's expiration date. 

OMB 1 s ^practice of making "education-related" determinations 
after requests are submitted for approval also could cause • 
approvals to be delayed for up to 1 year* Under this practice, 
agencies could consider some requests to* be noneducation 
related .and submit them to 0MB after the February 15 advance 
announcement and approval deadline legally required for education- 
.related requests. Thus, an 0MB "educationrrelated" determination 
after that date could delay the request's approval and use 
until it met the succeeding year f s February 15 deadline. ^ • . 

*■ » 

Also/ informal .coordinating agreements are more likely to 
be- misunderstood* than carefully worded formal agreements. For 
/example, fcD's July 1981 memorandum indicates that even ED is not 
sure how certain types of requests will be handled. • ' * 

^ • 

Unless and until the Congress eliminates' ED 1 s review author- 
ity over other agencies 1 education-related^requests as recommended 
in Chapter 2, formal OMB/ED coordinating procedures will be 
, needed. ED and 0MB must operate within the existing legal' frame- 
work of differing authorities a'nd dual, reviews while maintaining , f 
maximum processing efficiency. , * 

* ' The coordinating procedures worked out to date are ^ unsatis- 
factory and should be revised and formalized. Under existing 
legislation they should clearly provide that ED make advance ^ * 
"education-related" designcttions and review all such J,nf ormation > 
collection requests.' Detailed procedures for initial ED review 
and final 0MB approval should be completed [and. issued as official 
guidance to provide consistency and uniformity to submitting 
Agencies. . 0MB should take th6 lead in such action using its - 
oversight responsibility Authorized by the Paperwork Reduction 
Act of 1980. * m - 

CONCLUSIONS • * jTT / ^ , ' 

1 ED needs'to improve* the effectiveness and efficiency its. 
paperwork review process. By strengthening its controls, 
speeding up its revifew process * and ensuring that its procedures 
cpnform to legal requirements; ED could reduce the eduaation- 
■ • related paperwork burden and better facilitate, the collection 
of information. ; # 

I 

ED'.s review 'operations should be streamlinea ^ and strengthened. 
Several different forms must be completed to' submit information 
requests for ED review. s This creates confusion and places an 
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revie^ f ^ de «>°n- submitting agencies. Also, ED's paperwork 

ffnir S5f a v n6Ver been P* ovided with specific review guide- 

tnese^rni^ Ug ED Sh ° Uld be conmended *>r planning to addrels 
these problems, corrective action j.s needed. / 

i-h^ i^fi ti0na - pa P erwork burden could be" alleviated if ED/enforced 
• t)Ll ?J for request approval. Approving reaue ts 

?f!d ™L^ 9al i y rec?uired ^bruary 15 deadline and using ?nauthor- 
. ized requests places an unjustified burden on respondents. 

mo,ro^ E ^ alS °v nee{3 ! t0 ensure that requests are expeditiously , 
moved through each step of its review process. Allowing requests' 

™ES UmU i at Ij*E S atCh sub * issi ™ « unnecessarily timZ Con- 
suming and sh<W<3 be discontinued. . 

^r- ?,^ ah f .^° r ' c ° ordin ating,ED -and OMB review responsibilities . 
for education- related requests have not been completed. The 
existing arrangements are confusing and d« not conform to legal 
requirements. At present OMR, has the major role in identifyinq ■ 
education-related requests. This conflicts with ED's control ' 
and coordination role authorized by the education amendments 
^ J rS !^ t ln missed approval deadlines.: ED and OMB need 

to work together to revise their coordinating procedures to 
make them efficient and comply with- the intent of existing 
JS 18 i J7 1 : ^ Sh °" ld then form alize the procedures, and 
2K« S L 1 !™ them as officia±>guidance to' eliminate confu- 
sion and foster. consistent 'compliance > / 

RECOMMEND ATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OP EDUCATION 

We recommend that the Secretary o,f Education: 

'* ' 

—Strengthen and streamline ED's review operations by con- 
solidating the^forms' required to process/ information 
• collection requests and formalize guid^iinls for' con- 
ducting information collection request reviews. ' 

t * 

— Achieve^ further- burden reduction by ensuring that, 
except under urgent or very unusual circumstances, 
education-related requests . are not imposed on' 
respondents unless they 'have been approved and publicly 
announced by February '15 preceding the new school 'yea^r 
and by identifying and eliminating unauthorized forms. 

—Work with OMB in developing efficient coordinating 
procedures for reviewing education- related requests 
and enffure that ED has the major role of -identifying 
such requests --as directed by the education amendments 
of\ 1978. 




22 



RECOMMENDATION -TO THE DIRECTOR , 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 4 

We recommend tjkat .the* Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget proyide [direction for the review and approval of \ 
education-related'' information collection- requests, as required* 
by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, by issuing official 
'guidance on proper coordinating' procedures betwe^n 13 D And 
OMB. - . ' 

AGENCY COMMENTS' AND OUR EVALUATION , • - 



( 



Department of Education - * 

ED agreejS with each of our recommendations and stated that 
corrective action either had been taken or was planned.' How- 
ever, as shown below, -additional action is needed. 
. * ' 

ED said it eliminated its redundant internal processing 
forms and, since April 1981, ha'd used 6nly one form — 0MB 1 s 
SF-83. However, In September 1981 an^D official told^us 
that BD's FEDAC 1100, "Data Activity Plan Summary," was * 
" -still' required. He "also said that the FEDAC 1000, "Data Plan 
Information >" had not been eliminated by official action. In r 
December we contacted five data collection coordinators *and 
learned that none had received explicit guidance from ED about 
the status of these forms. ED should ensure that all coordina- 
tors, receive 'clear and consistent^" guidance on its processing 
requirements. 

« ED indicated that although' 3d of the 86 education-related 
requests in 1980 etnd 1981 were not publicly announced, they met 
the^'urgent or very unusual circumstance' 1 exclusion. However, 
ED di<f- not explain why the remaining 56 requests mentioned in- 
"£ -our report were approved after the deadJ4ne» Although the dead- 
line had not been enforced, we understand that proper corrective 
.action is now being taken. 0MB 1 s staff hav^ told ED officials 
'that, from now on, OMB -will not approve education-related re- 
quests which do not meet the February 15 deadline. ED officials 
agreed to conform to this position and to implement our rec- 
ommendation • ED said it intends to enforce the February 15 
deadline during 1982. . '! 

ED did not comment on how it planned to implement our rec- 
ommendation to identify and eliminate unauthorized forms. 

ED agreed with our proposal to expeditiously review mforma 
tion collection requests and . stated that, as -a result of steps 
/thken, it had reduced its review process time 'from an average of 
' 72 days to 27 days. Consequently, the proposal was not included 
as a recomtaendation* ED "should be commended for such an accomp- 
lishment. We did not verify ED's figures, however/ 
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ED agreed that it should work with OMB in developing effi- 
** ni^l^°° r f lnati ^ P r ° ced ures~. ED stated, howdvfer, that although 
h^ff 1C i; ^dmating procedures exist, ansUformal arrangement 
between the two agencies establishes procedures for identifying re- 
quests that are education related. it added that, "* * *the in- 
formal arrangement between OMB and FEDAC does 'not conflict with a 
statutory requirements as asserted in the GAO -report." We do not- 
believe these informal arrangements are adequate. As stated on . 
page 20, the Jyly'1981 memorandum which discussed the informal 
arrangements also coticede'd that some uncertainty exists re- 
garding how education-related requests initiated outside ED will \ 
be reviewed. Furthermore^ the Control of Paperwork Amendments of* 
*Tv U aS amended bv ^ e Paperwork Reduction Act t>f 1980, made- t 
' the Secretary, ED, re>ponsible for identifying all education- 

related requests. However, under the informal aTFangements , 
• OMB is responsible for determining if the, requests submitted- 
'directly to it are education related. j / 

ED disagreed with our. statement that .OMB' s practice/of 
making "education-related" determinations after requests are 
submitted for approval also could cause approvals to be delayed \ ' 
for up to 1 year. ED indicated that the 1-year delay could 
not occur because OMB must approve or disapprove the requests 
within .60 days of the submission. However, ED missed our point. 
We were not addressing ttie requirement for OMB to make an 
approval/disapproval decision within 60 days. We were dis- V 
cuasmg the delay that, could occ&r if OMB made an "education- 3 
related determination too late for" the submitting agency to 
meet the February 15 deadline required for education-related 
requests. For efample,an agency may submit a request in . ' 
February thinking the request is not education related and thus 
. not required to meet the deadline. An "education-related" 
determination by OMB at this time would come too late for the 
agency .to meet the deadline. Thus, the request 'could be dis- 
approved until the next school year, creating a 1-year delay. : 

Q.f fice -of Ma/iageme'nt and Budget 

e 

OMB agreed that official guidance on proper coordinating 
procedures between ED and OMB is needed. OMB stated it was 
revising its Circular A-40, "Clearance of Public Reporting and , 
Recordkeeping Requirements under the Federal Reports /Act , " - / 
and added that it believed this change wouia implement our «■ V* 
recommendation. We encourage mB to expeditiously implement 
this recommendation. OMB Circdlar A-40 has been under revision ~ 
for over 2 years. ' 
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CHAPTER 4 

» *~ 

ED'S AUTOM^ED % INDEXING SYSTEM NEEDS 

. BETTER PLANNING ftfoD MANAGEMENT 

, t - _ , * 

More effective management ; and planning would improve the 
* usefulness of ED's initially designed automated indexing system (~ 
and help ensure that it is efficiently developed. Although ED ^\ 
purchased an education information redundancy checking system 
in 1979 , it was never properly managed and was seldom used. 1/ 
Currently , plans ic^ change and update the system are being made 
without appropriate supporting ^feasibility and cost analyses. 

EXISTING SYSTEM WAS INADEQUATE k ' 

POORLY^ MANAGED, AND SELDOM USEE? * 

In 1977 the Department of Health, .Education, and Welfare 
signed a $340 f 553 contract for the development of an education 
information redundancy checkirtgi system. Contract Work was 
completed in 1979, and the developed system generally met the 
contractual requirements. Since it met some of the -education 
amendment requirements of the automated indexing system, the 
Department decided to use it as a vehicle for complying with 
the law. The redundancy checking system, ♦however, was poorly - 
managed and ineffective. Fiscal year 1976 data used in the 
initial inventory was incomplete and nev4r updated, over 1 
year passed before a critical ADP disk which had been inadver- 
tently erased was replaced, and the system was seldom used. 

Data base was incomplete 

and never updated 1 
f — — c - m 4 

The system's data base waS never complete or updated. 
Developed from the Department's 1978 Dafta Acquisition Plan, the 
data base^ included survey instruments frpm the Department's 
Education Division and Office for Civil Rights and was limited 
to data available as of September 1978. Thus, the most current 
data was over 6 months old when the system became operational 
in April 1979. In addition, tfie contractor irfforimgd the 
Department *tha.t the inventory contained several significant 
omissions in past and current survey instruments. These 
omissio'ns, coupled % with increasingly outdated information, 
made the system ineffective ffdift the very beginning. 



1/^t that time ED was part of the Departftenfc (^Health, 
^ Eaiication, and Welfare. ^ 
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Replacement of- critical ; data *. . 

was not actively pursued ' ' 

,In- raid-1980, key data was inadvertently erased from, the 
system, during a conversion operation*. <This loss rendered the 
system totally useless- since the erased data file provided access 
to the'rest of .the system. ED took no action to replace the file 
until after we inquired about the situation in March 1981. Then, 4 
at ED 1 s request f the contractor agreed to recreate the lost 
data from backup files. ED obtained the contractor-prepared ; 
tape in June 1981 but did nothing with it and temporarily mis- 
. placed it. .After we made several additional inquiries, a staff 
.member finally located the replacement tape in August and ini- 
tiated efforts to determine if it was complete and could access 
the system's automated data files. * Thus f over 1 year after the 
data was destroyed the system remained inoperable. « < 

^ . > *-\ 

System was seldom used 

Although ;the system was operational for about 1 year before 
the, key file was erased, it was seldom used by the FEDAC^staff in 
i%s paperwork review activities. Several- factors contributed to 

* " this underutilization. M 

^The system did not provide detailed' data which could be 
readily scanned to identify redundancies. Instead i*t provided 
lists^of potentially redundant instruments which the staff then 
V had to review individually to determine if a redundancy existed. 
^Also, one official told us that the staff relied as much on several 
experienced reviewers to identify redundancies as ▲hey did on 
the system. Another official said the system wasw^er used other 
than on an .experimental barsis. The fact that theJ^s^em was 
inoperable for over a year while little effort wsE made to 
rehabilitate it add ^credence to the view that ix was seldom 

* used by the staff^^^ " ^ , 

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AND ANALYSES ^ 

SHOULD PRECEDE SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT s 

^ Although the redundancy checking System was seldom used f and 
efforts to replace the key data were slow, pD now-plans to re- 
- vitalize the system and expand it into the automated indexing 
, system required by law. ED has requested approximately $131 f 000 
for this project for fiscal year 1982. Hbwever, ED's pl'ans are 
incomplete and are not supported by appropriate feasibility and • 
cost analyses. In ^addition, cpordination with OMB in its 
development of a similar system is needed. 

ED'S written plan supporting its budget request for the 
system's revision and expansion consisted of a two-page sum- 
mary. The sumnlary essentially stated that ED plans to: 



26 



— Make the existing 'system operational. 

r- Update the system to incorporate education-related 
data collection instruments that have been cleared 
during the Ijcst 3 years' and expand from its limited 
base to the ^entire vF^deral Government. 

— Develop software for the data indexing component . 

— Develop protocol for interfacing witft the Federal 
Information Locator System OMB is required to develop 
un$er the Paperwork Reduction Act. • 

— Maintain and operate the system. 

Feasibility and cost % studies were not mentioned. The plan indi- 
cated that the bulk of the funding will be spent on contractor 
services but did not indicate how the contractor would be used. 

ED officials originally told us that they planned to 
convert the old system to a computer language compatible with * 
their in-house computer. . They justified this plan by saying 
that, in the long run, they believed this approach would be more 
convenient ^and economical than other alternatives. Later, in 
discussing their written plan, however, the officials saik^ 
that two additional alternatives wpuld^be considered: (1) 
merge the system into the OMB locator system when OMB develops 
it. or (2) leave the system on a computer at the Department of 
Health and Human Services or at some commercial computer 
facility and access it through, remote terminals. They assured 
us that feasibility and cost sjpgidies would be conducted be- 
fore major steps were taken. 

Under the Paperwork Reduction Act, OMB is required to 
develop a Government-wide Federal Infdrmation Locator System 
by A£>ril 1, 1982. ; In- 1979 a special task force reported that 
several features of ED's system could be employed by the planned 
Federal locator sysftem. Although ED plans to interface its 
system .with OMB's, an ED official and an OMB official indi<^bed 
the 'agencies had not discussed this approach with each other. 

, v • • • ' 

•Although ED of fici*^ said? feasibility and cost studies 
would be conducted, the btrd^ef: request does not reflect planning, 
for feasibility or cost studies. ED officials told us they were 
not sure if such studies would be done by contractors or developed 
in-house, and details showing^ feasible alternatives t/t timetables , 
or other study-related information were 'not available. 

More,. work needs *to be don^before money ia,-sp4at on budget 
requested items such as systajff %>d|iting or softWare: 'development > 
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Initially, the existing system should be evaluated for potential 
usefulness. This ana other appropriate infprmation should then 
be used to determine feasible. alternatives along with associated 
costs and benefits. Only after r this information is carefully 
evaluated should a decision. be made about the fdture of the 
existing system. 

CONC LUSIONS 

■ i ._ _ A 

ED has not complied witK the 1978 'education amendments 
requirement that an automated indexing system be developed and 
used to check for redundant items. Although a system' meeting^ 
some of the legislative objectives was initiated prior to the 
enactment of the amendments, its capabilities were limited, it' 
was not managed effectively, and it was seldom used. 

ED's limited use of, the system and failure to effectively' 
maintain it significantly' restricted opportunities for the sys- 
tem to serve as an effective substitute for the required 
automated indexing system by identifying redundant information 
requests. 

ED has requested funds ! tQ. update and expand the existing 
system without conducting supporting, studies to determine if 
this isr the most feasible and cost-beneficial approach to 
meeting the law's requirement. ' Unless it conducts appro-* 
priate fea44l2ility and cost analyses, it will be" unable to* 
determine the^^st approach. More -comprehensive planning is 
needed before a final decision is made. J2D also needs to 
coordinate^ with OMB in its development of allocator system to 
prevent a, redundant ED system from being developed. - ■ 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION , . 

1 JWe recommend "'that the t Secretary ^of Education: 

— CoordirTSte wi^h .OMB in its development of the Federal 
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Information Locator System to ensure that ED and OMB' do 
not -develop redundarit systems and consider OMB' s system 
as one alternative for meeting ED's legal requirement 
for an automated indexing system. . 

* 

— Conduct feasibility and cost analyses" of various automated* 
indexing system alternatives before updating and expanding 
K the existing system or converting it to another computer , 
language. 

— Analyze the completed studies to select the best alterna- 
tive, comprehensively plan for implementing this alterna- 
tive, and then develop and use an effective automated t 
indexing ;system. ' 
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AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION 



j!D concurred with* our recommendation to coordinate with OMB 
in its development of the Federal Information 'Locator System and 
to consider OMB's system as ^an alternative^ for meeting ED's legal 
requirement for an automated indexing system. ED said it was al- 
ready closely coordinating with OMB in developing its locator' 
^"system. 

ED 'also said it had examined alternatives and had selected 
a "rudimentary, n "off-the-shelf" mini-computer package as the 
best way of meeting its automated indexing system needs until 
OJIB's locator system becomes operational. . However, ED did not 
estate that it had followed our recommendation to conduct 
-feasibility and cost analyses before taking such action. 
Further followup with a knowledgeable ED official indicated that 
no such studies had been conducted. Thus,. it appear^ that ED 
has not fully complied with our recommendation. 

/ * 
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CONTROL OF PAPERWORK AMENDMENTS OF 1978 AS AMENDED 

% - : ; « 

-A. • * 

92 ST AT, 2338 • PUBLIC LAW 95^561-NOV; 1, 1978 



Control of 
Paperwork 
* Amendments ot 

20USC 1221-3 




I2NDED BY S£C. 4(a), PUBLIC LAW 96-511— DEC . U, 1980) 'I 

Past B — Paperwork Control 

SHORT TITLE 

Sec. 1211. This part maj^be cited as 'the. "Control of Paperwork 
Amendmeifts of 1978". ' 
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lENERAL EDUCATION PROVISIONS 'ACT AUEXDUECT 



Coordination, 
20 USC 1221-3. 



A> use m w ' l m - ( - a) ^ gg^Ph (3 ) V>f section 406(b) of the General Edu- 1 . 

20 USC 122U-L cation Provisions AcHS'lfflSiaed by inserting « including State asen- 
J cies respwisible for po&tsecondary education,- immediately after ''local , 

educational agencies'*, v , 
(b) The General Education Provisions Act is amended for addin* ^ 
- v , after sectipn 400 the following new section : - . " 

4 . ' \^ . tt Q0NTR0L OP PAPERWORX 

"Sec. 40QtL (a)(1)(A) In ^rder to eliminate* exc&^^letail and* 
unnecessary and redundant informafcon requests and to achieve the 
collection oVnformation in the most efficient and effective passible - 
manner, the Secretary shall coordinate the collection of information.* 
and data apqUwittoned activities of all Federal agencies, (i) wheiffifer 
toe re^nflentkare primarily educational agencies or institution*, or 
(u) whenever the purpose of such activities is to request-information 

* formulation ot. jtflicv related to 
federal education^fograms or researchor evaluation studies Seated 
tt/^^'t^^^ 011 of Federal education program?. v 
( B) TMre is hereby established a Federal Education Data Acquisi- 
tion Council. /o consist of mombers appointed bv the Secretarv who 
shall represent the public and the major agencies which collect and use 
education data, including one representative each of rhe Office of Man* - * - 
agement and. Budget and of the Office of Federal Statistical Policv and s 
nS! i? 6 ™P ,b *™ representing the public may be appointed for 
not more #an three years. The Council shall advise and assist fhe 
Secretary with respect to the improvement, development. and oOordi- 



94 Stat. 2826 



Fadaral Education 
Data Acquisition^ 
Council* 
aatabUahaenC 
aiembmhip, and 



^Definition*. 



nation of Federal education info 
ties, and shall review faie policies, 
by the Secretary. The CoitncV 
and sjiall be headed bv an i™ 
expertise in data collection but w 
tion of education data. 




and data acquisition* acfttvi* 
»s, and procedures established 
H regularly during the vear 
^ from an .agency which' has 
undertakes no major data collec* 



is 



"^ ) «f i A\ t r e <P urpof!fs of this the term— 

♦tuixa rr n .? r, , n £V < l n ']', lli: , th . e " iea .n>ng given ifbv section .3502 of 
t^tle 44, united State Code:^ 
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PUBLIC LAW 95-561— NOV. 1, 1978 92 STAT. 2339 

• "(C) 'educational agency or institution' means ifKy public or 
private agency or institution offering education programs, 
w (3) (A) The Secretary shall review ana coordinate all collection of Renew tnd . 
information and data acquisition activities described in paragraph coerdinatiom -* 
(1) (A) of this subsection, in accordance with procedures approved^ 
bv the Federal Education Data Acquisition Council. Such procedures 
z >snaU be designed in order to enable the Secretary to determine whether 
* proposed collection of information and data acquisition activities are 
excessive in detail? unnecessary, redundant, ineffective, or excessively ' v t 
*costly, and, if so, to advise the heads pf the relevant Fedei^ agencies. 

"(B) No" Collection of information oi data acquisition activity 94 stat. 2826 
subject to such procedures shall be? subject to any dther review, 
coordination, or approval procedure outside of the relevant Federal ' 
agency, except as required by this subsection and by the Director of 
tne Office of Management and Budget under the rules and regula- 
tions established pursuant to chapter 35 of title '44, United States 
Code. If a requirement for information is submitted pursuant to xhis 
Act for review, the timetable for the Director's approval, established % 
in section 3507 of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 'I960 shall * 
Commence on the date the request is submitted; and no independent* 

* submission to the Director shall be required under such Act,". 

W (C) The procedures established" 6y "the Secretary shall include a 
review pf. plans for evaluations and for research' when such plans 
are ih their preliminary stages, in order to give advice to the heads 
# of Inderal agencies regarding the data acquisition aspects of such 
plans. 0 

"(b)(1) The Secretary shall assist each ^Federal agency in per- Awiiunce and 
forming the review and coordination required by this section and ' pi* 0 requirement 
x> shall require of each agency a plan for each collection of information ' 
and ditta acquisition activity, which shall include — ♦ "4 
"(A) a detailed justification pi how information once collected 
will be used; - ^ 

"(B) the methods of analysis which will be applied to such 
data; 

"(C) the timetable for the dissemination of the collected data: 
* and 

tt (D) an estimate of the' costs and man-hours required by each 
. educational agency or institution to complete the request and an 
estimate of costs to Federal agencies to collect, process* and analyze 
the information, based upon previous experience with similar data 
or upon a sample of respondents, 
a {2) In performing the review a^d coordination required' by this 
section* the Secretary shall assure thatr- 

§ "(A) no inforpration on data will be requested of any educa- 
- tional agency oftnstitution unless that request has been approved 
and publiclj announced by thfe February 15 immediately preced- 
ing the beginning of the new school yeaj, unless there is an urgent 

* need for this information or a 0 very unusual circumstance jurists 
re«rdingit:' * * 

*(B) sampling techniques, instead of universal resjxmses, will *\ c \ 

be usfca wherever possible, with special"consideration being ffiven «Js* 
to the burden being placed upon .small school districts, colleges, 
and other educational agencies and insf itutions; and 
a {CV no tersest for information or data will be approved if 
: 9 sock information^ dattf exist in the same or a similar form in the 
automated indexing system Required to be developed pursuant to 
subsection (d). „ » E 

w (3) Each' educational agency or institution subject to a request Comment*, 
under the collection of information and data acquisition activity and 
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their representative .organizations shall have an opportunity, during 
a thirty-day period, to comment to Ihe Secretary on the collection of 
information and data acquisition activity. The exact data instruments 
for each proposed activity shall he available to the public upon request 
during this comment period. 

"(4) No changes may be made in the plans for the acquisition of 
that information or data, except change* required as a result of the 
review described in this section, after such plans have been finally - 
approred under this section, unless the changed plans go through 
the same approval process. 

"(5) Tile Secretary may waive tfte^requireinents of this section 
for individual research and evaluation studies which atfe not designated 
for individual, project monitoring or review-,, provided thatr-r 
U (A) the study shall be of a nonrecurhng nature; 
/ W (B) any educational agency or institution may choose^whether 
or not to participate, and that any such decision ^hall not be^u>ed 
by any Federal agency for purposes of individualjiroject monitor- 
ing or funding decisions; 

' ."(O/the man-hours necessary for educational agencies and 
institutions to respond to requests for information or data shaft 
not be excessive, and the requests shall not- be excessive in detail, 
unnecessary, redundant, ineffective, or excessively costly; and 

U (D) the Federal,ageney requesting information or data has 
announced tlie plans for the study in the Federal Register- 
The Secretary shall inform the relevant agency or institution concern- 
ing the waiver decision within thirty days-following such an announce- 
ment, or die study shall be deemed waiv^i and mav proceed Any 
study waived under *th* provisions of this subsection shall be subject 
to no other review than that of the agencv requesting information or > 
data from educational agencies or institutions. 

u (6) Nothing in this section shall be construed to interfere with the 
enforcement of the provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1064 or s%l 
other nondiscrimination provision of Federallaw. , * 

w (c) The Secretary shall, insofar* as practicable, and in accordance 
with the provisions of this Act, provide educational agencies and insti- c 
tutions and other Federal agencies, pursuant to the requirement of 
section 406(f)(2)(A), with summaries of information collected and 
the data acquired by Federal agencies, unless such data were acquired 
on a confidential basis. 
"(d) The Secretary shall, insofar as practicable— 

"(1) develop standard definitions and terms consistent, wher- 
ever possible, with those established bv the Office of Federal Sta- 
tistical Policy and Standards, Department of Commerce, to be ' 
used by all Federal agencies in dealing with education-related 
information and data acquisition requests; 

"(2) develop an automated indexing system for cataloging all 
available data ; ^ 

11(3) establish ynif orm reporting dates among Federal agencies 
for the information and data acquisition required after review- 
under this section; 

"(4) publish annually a listing of education data requests, by * 
Federal agency, and for the programs administered in the Educa- 
tion Division, put'ish a listing annually of each such program ' 
with its appropriation and with the data burden resulting from 
each such program; and * . 

\ "( 5 ) require the Federal agenc^roposing the collection of , 
information or .data acquisition activity to identify in its data 
instrument the legislative auhority specifically requiring £ich col- 
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lectioni/if ai*y, and require the responding educational agency or 
^ , ^institution to make the' same identification if it in turn .collects 
" suc#iri$ormation,0f dafeyfrom other agencies or individuals. - 
"(e)(1) Subject to the ^^^sions\of paragraph (2), the Secre- 
tary shall develop, in constijSrcion with Federal and State agencie§ 
and local educational agencies, proce<ffi!t*es whereby educational agen- 
cies and institutions are .permuted to submit information required 
under any Federal educational program to a shjgle Federal or State 
educational agency. 

\ "(2 V Any procedures developed under paragraph (1) shall be con- 
Iridered.re^tilatfons^for the purpose; of section 431 and shall be sub- 

, mitted subject to disapproval in accordance with section 431 (e) of this 
Act for a period of not to exceed 60 days computed in accordance with- 

*such sectioh. 

u (f) The Secretary shall submit a report to the-Congress not less 
"than once- every three years, describing the implementation of this 
section. Such report shall contain recommendations for revisions to 
Federal lawiT which the Secretary finds are imposing undue burdens 
on educational agencies aftfl .institution^. andWnich recommendations 
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be subjecUto any review by ariy Federal agency outside the 

The Sec^ejftry.ls authbrjzed to make -grants from sums 
& pursuant to,this*iibsection to State educational agencies, 
fcate agencies resja^ndiBle for postsecondary education, for 
mfent»qr improvement of education management informa- 
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„ State educational agencv is eligible for a grant of furfids Eligibility. 
Sflbscctroir subject fo the following conditions : jT - - 
\ '»m)ig[ a'grecS to use such funds for the development 
ij^vemetff (flFrte marf&grtnent information system nnd agrees 
rctfiinate- ^U^djtfa collection for Federal programs adminis- 
tered' bt ^W;^gencythrougnrsuch a system. 

"(BY The agency agrees to provide funds to local educational 
agencies £nd institutions of higher education for the development 
4nfprovement of mhnagement information systems when such 
nts arc deemed necessary by the State educational agfhey. 
r , (by The $tate^agcne\' agrees to take specific steps/in coop- 
eration ^ith'ihe Secretary and wth lodal educational agencies 
or jnStitJUtioit&of ^igher education In the State* as appropriate, 
to eliminate excessive detail and unnecessary and redundant infor- 9 
matidn requests' within the State and to # a*hieve the collection of 
information in the most efficient and effective* possible manner ?o 
asfto avoid imposing undue burdenton local educational agencies 
oWnstitiiticms^ ■ • 

[is) Fo£#lE^urpose of c^rryfrig out this subsection-* 

^are authorized to be appropriated for 'salaries and 
-expenses. $6lft>jE)00 for fiscal year 1979. $}.000.(KKrfor fiscal year k < 

1980, a&d Sl*200.000 foi* each of the two succeeding fiscal years : ' - ' ' 

u ^2) there are authorized to be appropriated tot grants. under 
paragraph (6) the sums of $5,000,000 for fiscal '?ear 1979. 
$25,00(5.000 for fiscal year 1980. and $&UXy).000 for each of the two 
succeeding fiscal roarsj and ^ 

"(3) the sums appropriated according t6 paragraphs (1) and k 
(2) shall be appropriated as separate line items.". . <* . • 
(c> # Section 406"of such Act is amended— t / • ** 20USC1221IH-L 

71) l>y striking out sfubsection (g).atid 
- (2) by redesignating subsection (h) , and all Teferepces thereto. • 
ai subsection (g)/ ¥ > 
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.92 STAT. 2342 PUBLIC LAW 95-561— NOV. 1, 1978 . 

' \ ' Sra 1213. Subparts of part C of the General Education Provisions. 

s Act iS amended by adding immediately before section 4 31 thereof the 

' following new section : 



20USC1231g. A *Sec. 430. fa) Notwithstanding any other provision of law! unless 
expressly in limitation of the provisions of this section, the Com- 
missioner is authorized to provide for the submission of applications 
for assistance effective for three fiscal ye^rs under any applicable 
program with whatever amendments to such applications being 
required as the Commissioner determines essential. 
Uwform *(b) T^he Commissioner shall, insofar as is practicable, establish 

2uKLn£te* um form dates during the year for the submission of applica- 
^ * tidns under all applicable programs and for the approval of such 
applications. 

(c) The Commissioner shall, insofar as is practicable, develop and* 
require the use of— 

"(1) a common application for grants to local educational * 
agencies in applicable programs administered bv State educa- 
tional agencies in which the funds are distributed to such local 
agencies pursuant to some objective formula, and such applica- 
tion «shall be used as jJie single application* for as manv of , these 
programs as is practicable ; 

APPLICATIONS 

*[2) a common application for grants to local educational 
agencies in applicable pipgrarns administered by State educational 
agencies in which the funds are distributed to such local agencies . 
on a competitive or discretionary basis, and such application 
shall be used as the single application for as many of such pro-* 
grams as is practicable ; and . 

"(3) a t common application for grants to local educational 
agencies in applicable programs whteh are directlv administered 
by the Commissioner, and such application shalf be used as the 
single . application for as majiy of these programs as' is 
practicable.". 
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DRAFT LANGUAGE FOR LEGISLATIVE CHANGE 



The \ following legislative change would limit the Department 
of -Education's information collection request review authority 
to its own Department. 



(a) Section 400A uf Lhe Geue i al Education Provisions A ct — 
c is amended by 

: (1) amending subsection'J a) {l) ( A) to- read as^follows: 

"(A) In-order to eliminate excessive detail and 
unnecessary and redundant information requests 
and to achieve the collection of information in 
the most efficient and effective possible manner, 
tire Secretary shall coordinate the collection of 
information and data acquisition activities of 
the Department of Education."., 

(2) inserting a period after "costly" and deleting 
the remainder of tbe last sentence in subsection 
(a)(3)(A), 

(3) striking out "he^fs of Federal agencies" after 
"to the" in subsection (a)(3)(C) and inserting in 

' 'lieu thereof "Department's program of Medals" , 





(4) striking oat "assist each Federal agency m per-* 
forming the. review and coordination required .by 
this section and shall require .of each agency" 
after "Secretary shall" in subse.ctibn (b)(1) and 
inserting in lieu thereof "require of program 
officials" , , * " 

(5) striking out "Federal agencies" after "costs to" 
in subsection '(b) (1) (D) 'and inserting in lieu 
thereof "the Department" , 

. i* ' . 

(6) striking out "any Federal agency" after^'by" in 
subsection (b)(5)(B) and inse^tfhg in lieu thereof 
"the Department" ><. 

f ; • 

(7) amending subsection (b)(5)(D) to read as follows: 
"(D) the plans for the study have been announced - 
in the Federal Register.", and deleting the, 
remainder of the subsection, 
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(8) striking out "Federal^ agencies" after "by" in 
subsection (c) and inserting in lieu thereof " the 

,r Department", 

(9) striking out "all available" after "cataloging" 

• . ift subsection (d)(2) an<T inserting ±n li^u thereoT^ 
✓ "Departmen t" , 



(10) amending subsectidn (d)(4) to read as follows* 

^Mifr^publish, annually, a listing of Department^ 
data requests, which shall include ihe program 
for which such data has been requested'with » 
its appropriation and with the 'data burden 
resulting from each such reguest; and", and 

(11) striking out "require the Federal agency pro- 
posing the collection of information or data, 
acquisition' activity to identify in its data" 

in subsection (d) {5) ami inserting in lieu there- 
of "identify in each proposed data collection". 

(b) Section -400A( a) (3) (B) of the General Education Provi- 
sions Act is repealed. 
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COMPARISON OF EDyFEDAC RESPONSIBILITIES 'UNDER 
EXISTING AND PROPOSED LEGISLATION 



1978 Control of Paperwork Amendments 

* 

FEDfte-respons ibil ities 

The Council shall meet regularly to: 

~> -. ■ 

— Represent the public and the major 
agencies which collect arid use 
education data 

— Advise and assist the Secretary with 
respect to improvement , development, 
and coordination of Federal educa- 
tion information collections 

— Review Federal education information 
policies, practices, and procedures 
established by the Secretary 

Secretary, ED, responsibilities 

<The Secretary shall : 

— Review and 'coordinate education- 
related information collections of 
all Federal agencies in accordance 
with procedures approved by FEDAC 

- — Review preliminary plans for eval- 
uations and for research to adyise 
Federal agency heads about data 
collection aspects p 

—Assist each Federal agency in per- 
forming required review and coor- 
dination and require each agency 
to ^submit a plan for each education- 
related informatipn collection^ 
request 



Proposed Legislation 



Same 



Same 



Same 



Revie^ and coordinate ED 
information collections 
in accordance with pro- 
cedures approved by 
FEDAC 

Review preliminary plans 
for evaluations and for 
research to advise ED ' 
program officials about 
data collection aspects 

Require ED program offi- 
cials to submit plan 
for each information ^ 
collection request 
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1978 Control ' of Paperwork Amendments; 

— Develop, in consultati^oj^wdth Federal* ~ 
.State afrd local educational agencies, 
procedures for submitting required 
Federal education program information 
-to a single Federal or State 4 1 
agency , I 

— Report to .Aie Congress at least every i 
3 years, describing ED's implementation 
of the law and recommending revisions 
to burdensome Federal laws - 



Proposed Legislation 



Same-' . 



Same 



-rAssure that: 



Except under unusual or urgent cir- 
cumstances, gederal education-related 
requests are approved and publicly 
announced by February ijlprecedirig 

the beginning of zhe new school year 

K 

Sampling techniques are used where- 
ever possible 

V 

No information request is approved 
if. similar information already exists 
in the automated indexing system 
to be developed 



The Secretary shall, 
practicable: 



insofar a^j 



Same, except Timited to 
ED initiate^U^equests 



Same 



Same, except limited to 
ED initiated requests 



— Provide educational agencies and 
• institutions and other Federal 
agencies with summaries of non- 
confidential information collected 
by Federal agencies 

— Develop standard education-related 
.definitions and terms to be used by 
all Federal agencies 

— develop an: automated indexing system 
for cataloging all available data 

— Establish uniform .reporting dates 
among Federal aa^nexes for requiAed^— 
information ► 7 j * * 



Same, except limited to 
information collected ^ 
by ED 



Same ~ 



Same, e ( xcept limited to 
ED data- 

Same 



V 
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1978 Cdntrol of, Paperwork Amendments m - 

--Publish an annual lisfcjof education- 
related data requests by Federal 
agency, and for ED programs^, include 
program appropriation and related 
bur.den information 

\ 



— Require Federal agencies arid~educa- m 
1 tional agencies collecting *infor- 
mation for them, to identify in their 
proposed ^yflata collaotion instruments 
the legislative authority for the 
collection ^ 

— Develop common applications and estab- 

li'sK uniform application d^tes for , 
. specified categories' of Federal 
education-related grants ' 



The Secretary may waive review and 
approval requirements for individual 
research and evaluation studies under 
specified conditions such as, studies 
of a nonrecurring nature 

The Secretary is authorized to make 
grants to help State agencies develop 
or improve their education management 
information systems x 
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Proposed Legislation 

Publish-annually a list^ 
of ED data requests, 
including the applicable 
programs feind their appro- 
priations and the data^ 
burden°resulting from 
each request 

' Same, except limited to 
ED proposed instruments' 



Same 



Same 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 



WASHINGTON. D-€ 20202 
/ 



. V 



FES" 2 6 1982 



Mr* Gregory J. Ahart 

Director - # 

Human Resources Division 

United States^General Accounting Office 

Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Ahart: 

The^purpose of this letter is" to provide you with the Department of Educa- 
tufti s (ED) response to your Diraft Report on ED's implementation of the 
O/ntrol of Paperwork. Amendments of 1978 . 

In essence, we agree with many of the points raised. in the report^- Regarding 
these, as well as some wjlth which we disagree, I have enclosed a paper setting 
out the- Department's positions £nd rationale. However,- 1 do wish to draw your 
attention to several problems noted in the Report which I believe the Depart- 
ment has resolved, or made major progress toward' resolving, since the time the 
GAO reviewers completed their work. 

First, the Report recommends that the Department include in its annual listing 
of data collection instruments to be used in the upcoming school year only 
those instruments to which the Office of .Management and Budget (OMB) has given 
final approval. We recognize that in the. past, 'the Department's listing 
included. instruments intended for use but not yet approved. However,- with one 
exception — an Office for Civil Rights Survey — the Federal Education Data 
Acquisition Council staff (FEDAC) and OMB have approved all of the 233 reports 
fisted in the Department's current annual notice. Further, OMB's staff have 
stated they will not approve any reports not included in the February 
listing. • Thus, we believe we have rectified the deficiency noted in the GAO ' 
Report. (See enclosure, sections 4 and 5.) A 

Second, the Report mentions a need to streamline the Department's review 
process. While we address this issue 'in detail in the enclosure (section 4), 
we would like to point out that, during the time the GAO was conducting its 
review, we created the Division of Education Data Control (DEDC) designed to 
accomplish this end. We would like to emphasize that since the DEDC became 
fully operational, we have reduced the average review time from 72 to 27 
calendar days while at the same time greatly improving the quality of the 

!? V i e T'f!l re ? Ucin ? 01(2 "J**** of staff assigned to. this function. We also 
*ish to emphasize that we ha\*e achieved both of these significant accomplish- 
ments during a time in which the number of forms proposed for use, and thus 
the number of reviews, have increased. < 
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Page "2 - Mr. Gregory J. Ahart " V 

Finally, we concur that there should be more formal procedure worked out 
between CtB'and FEDAC. We have taken sane steps toward establishing such pro- 
cedures through joint meetings held between the two organization^. .We expect 
to continue those meetings and to seek the guidance of the Council prior to 
establishing final procedures.. r 

We appreciate the opportunity to ccranent on this Draft Report. 




Kent Lloyd 

Deputy under Secretary 
for Management. 



Enclosure 
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ENCLOSURE 



Comments of the Department of Education to the General Accounting Office's . 
draft report entitled ^Better Control Over Education-Delated Federal Paperwork 
Needed to Reduce Burden and Related Costs" 



1." ' eltecaanendation^ 




The Secretary of "Education should reactivate the Federal Education Data 
Acquisition Council and ensure that it meets regularly and carries oilt its 
duties as required by law. 

Department Comment 

We concur. Within a three year period the Council was convened ^twice to 
review policy matters and to establish interim regulations. Ihe 
infrequent meetings of the Council were due to several factors including: 
the establishment of the Department of fiJucation in 1979; the transfer of 
the Federal Education Data Acquisition Council (FEDftC) from the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) to the Department of Education 
(W) in 1980; the resignation of the chairman; and the internal 
reassignment of the FEDAC function from NCES to the Office of Management 
(CM) - in 1981. These act ions^ necessitated change? in the direction and 
operation of the Council. 

As of this date, eight public members have been appointed and tfte frames of 
nine Federal members have been submitted for approval. We have also 
. proposed replacements- for three public members whose terms expire this 
March. We have scheduled a meeting of the Council for April 19^2. 

2. GgO Reconroendation 

. Pie Secretary should take .steps to inplement the education amendments* 
requirements including such provisions as reports to the Congress, ' 
procedures for submitting required information to a single agency, and 
uniform reporting dates. \ ~ 

Department Cottroent 

We concur. The report indicates' that the Department has not taken steps 
which would permit all State agencies to^ubmit applications for grants 
administered by SEA's to a single agency. 

Section 430(c) of P.L.. 95-561 states that: 

The Commissioner shall, insofar as is practicable, develop and 
^require the use of - . / 
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(1) a common apglication for grants to local educational agencies in 
i . applicable programs administered by State educational agencies in 

. .* some objective formula. * 






; Insofar as is practicable/ the Department has established uniform 
reporting dates for Federal applications. The vast majority of such 
applications depend on Congressional appropriations^ and the Department has 
operated its fiscal budget based on a -continuing resolution since 1978. 

However, the Department has not submitted a plan to Congress to reconmen^ 
such procedures. We plan to discus^ this issue during the April Council 
meeting and, depending on the outcome of tnose* discussions, address this 


* 


i 


issue in this year's report^ to the Congress. ry '/ 




■ - * -4. 


y ■ ; • 

3. GAO Recommendation / 






- * 

€he Congress should amend the Control of Paperwork Amendments of 1978 to 
limit ED's review and coordination authority to ED information collection 
regueste, / . - 

Department Comment 

While this recommendation is addressed to the Congress, we believe that ' 

FEDAC 1 s role has been consistent with the intent of the Congress. * 

# * 




f 


Currently, well over 83% of the paperwork burden projected for school year 
1982-83 is imposed on education agencies and institutions by non-ED 
, agencies including the Departments of Agriculture and Labor. During 1981, 
FEDAC has successfully eliminated redundant data collection proposals 
submitted by ED, EEOC, Bureau of Census, the Veterans Administration, and 
the National Science "Foundation. Without the centralized FEDPC review, 
such duplication would not have received such close attention. 




4. GW Beconmendation ♦ 






* The Secretary should strengthen and streamline the review operations by 

• consolidating the forms required to process information collection 
requests and formalize guidelines for conducting reviews. / 






* Department Contnent ( 


r 




We concur. Prior^SEo^pril 1, 1981, there were three separate AnteJnailjk 
forms for the review process." Ihese forms were redundant and xiavej been 
eliminated. Since April 1, FEDAC uses one form — the 0MB SF §3 and its 
attachments as* the data core for toe review process and for abstracting, 
information for the February armuaKarmouncement of data collection 
instruments to be used ir£the a^ng s srfiool year. In the past, the FEDAC 
analysts spent an inordinate amount orbime reviewing, clearance packages 
which resulted in time delays. Based on new managerent initiatives, tfie 
review Process has been streamlined and shortened. * * ' ! 

* ♦ ~ 


i 
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The FEDAC staff members have undergone extensive training to inprove the • 
review process* This trainihg was carried 6ut by the former staff from - 
the National Center for' Educational Statistics (NCES) and by others (whp 
had expertise in the? area of infornfetion resource management % . A policy 
v directive scheduled for ccnpletion in April will establish uniform 
guid^lipes for information collection. . ' • « 

T^e program assistant secretaries continue to be the /approving ptolicy - 
officials Jj* 'requesting JQMB/FEDAC approval. However, the Deputy Under ' • 
S^etary^fOTAftagement has delegated the responsibility for sign-off for " 
* final FEBftC^jRval to the Executive Director of FEDAC. These, procedures 0 
as well as others have shortened the review process from 72 to an average 
of 27 calendar days.* . 

'* » 

5. GflO Reconihendation « , « *' 

Hie ^bretary should ensure that except for ufgeht need or very unusual 
circupstances education-related requests should not be,, imposed 'unless Ci 
approved and announced in the Fede ral^lfeqister. " ~ 

rv " — * — ~~ — ^ — — ■ — 

Department Comment - ^ * % t ^ 



We concur... The Secretary has ensured that except for urgent need or very^fW, 
unusual circumstances education-related requests have not been inposed 
unless approved and announced in the' Federal Register, . The urgent, need or V 



unusual circumstances; related to thirty approved requests for data 
/ Collections thatvjwffe not published in tfie Federal itegister February ■ 
i i ^ti^^w„..£i^i years 19.81-82 were due to several factors. ' 

* • , f . ' '* 4fo 

the enactment of the Paperwork Control Act in i979 did not provide 
program sponsors with sufficient tinfe to notify the public about data 
collection activities for school year 1980(^81 prior to February of 1980. 

Second, the paperwork Control Act, section 400A(b) (2), provides the 
Secretary with the authority tchj^ivevfehe approval and 'public ♦ 
announcements if there isWi urgent ne& for this information or if a very 
unusual circumstance exi^Preg^d^ suctf collection. ' Ihe waiver 
reque^s between sc^cJol^ts 1980-81 to 1981-82 were granted because the 
^onsors provided written evidence that in fact the requests could not ' 
have been appeared and, published before .the JEtebrtary date because of the 
jiaturjr datS collectidn activities.' These activities included 

3ies where c»nt3:acts : by ou,tsjjSe agencies- were recently 
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However, the statute makes ^msions for granting waivers for £hose 
circumstances where an urgent need for this information or $ very unusual 
circumstance that precluded" approval and publication prior to February 
15. In most instances the waivers granted were based upon suchrf actors as 
mid-year enactment of new legislation, congressional changes, in 
eligibility requirements/ or non-ED agency requests that were not covered 
bj^the Paperwork Control Act prior to April 1981. ' 



6. GAD Recommendation 



The Secretary Should expeditiously complete each step of the information 



collection request review process 
Department Comment 



We concur.*- As a 'result of steps already taken, ED's review process has 
been reduced 'from an average of 72 days to 27 'days. " ~ 



7. GAP Recommendations * * ,/ 

The Secretary 'should work, with QMB to develop efficient coordinating . 
procedures .for reviewing education-related requests and ensure that ED has 
major role of identifying such requests . 

» * <^ 

Department Comment j . 

We concur. At. the tini df 'the review, FEDAC and CMB had not established 
formal procedures far the review process. On April^l,^1981, the effective 
v datk of the Paperwork Reduction Act, a formal, relationship between FEDAC 

* and CMB was established. "Through the use of SF 83 and the CMB Reports 
Management System (RMS) which links FEDAC to CMB's pain commute?, common 

^flata bases are used by both. Through agreements bertween FEDAC and '0MB 

* (see enclosed July Memorandum) , .procedures exist fo^the identification of 
those requests that are education related. ' > * 



/ 




The Report* notes that there is no official guidance from 0MB to FEOiC. At 
this time, this, statement is true. -However, the informal arrang 
-between 0MB and FEDAC does not conflict with statutory requiremen 
asfeerted in the GftO Report. 

Further, the Report also claimed that "CMB's policy of making 
^educationyrelated" determinations after requests are submitted for 4 
approval also could cause approvals to be delayed for up to one year." 
This statement is inaccurate in that the Paperwork Reduction' Act requires 
a determination within sixty days of the sutimittal of the clearance 
request. 
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8. GAP Recomnendation 

, The Director of the Office of Management and Budget provide directiqri for 
the ^review and approval of education-related information collection 

y requests as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, by issuing 
official guidance on proper coordinating procedures between ED and^QMB. 

* Department Conment 

While 'this recomnendation is directed toward the CMB, we concur. * 
• * 

V 

< * v 

9. GAP Recomnendation 

The Secretary should coordinate with the .QMS in the development of, the 
Federal Information^ Locator System (FIl£) to ensure that ED and„'0MB do not 
develop redundant systems and consider CMB*s system as one alternative for 
meeting ED's legally r equ i r ed-atftoma ted indexing needs* 

Department Conment ' 

We concur. Ihe Department is maintaining close cd&dination with 0MB in 
the development of the FILS. We understand that development of this 
system is moving ahead and a prototype system will be operational in FY 
1983. In addition, we have examined alternatives and, as an interim 
measure, we have established an indexing system that meets statutory 
requirements. 

Ihe following is background information on tfhe* Department^ activities in 
developing the automated indexing system. Ihe indexing system undertaken 
by NCES, called the Redundancy Checking System (RCS>, was installed in 
1980. However, in 1981/82 funding to operate this system was not 
available to FEDftC, We have examined the RCS and FILS and find that RCS 
in its proposed configuration is too expensive and cumbersome to operate 
and that the delayed availability of the FILS necessitates other systems 
suppor^ options. . 

Ihe system selected is an 'off-the-shelf package which operates on a 
re9ently installed mini-coTputer in EG. This system is complimented with 
manual procedures and, though rudimentary, is satisfactory under the 
budgetary limitations and until tl\e FILS becomes available. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF .THE PRESIDENT 
OFF1CE.OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGST ' 

, . WASHINGTON. D,C. 2050S 

Match' 4, \982* 



Mr. William J. Anders 
Director, .General Government 

^Division* i m s 

United States General Acc^urV^'i 

Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

> Dear Mr. Anderson: 




STTis is, in response to your letter of January 27 to" Director [ 
Stockman regarding the-General Accounting Office (GA0\ draft 
report to the Cdngreg*3 entitled, "Better Control Over 
Education-Delated Federal Paperwork Needed to Reduce Burden and 
Related Costs. " . " 



As regards your 
limited to data 
of Education, we 
'legislation' for 
Assistance does 
FED AC. . As 0MB h 
responsibilities 
by the Paperwork 
continuation of 



recommendation that FEDAC's review authority be 
collection activities sponsored by the Department 

note that .the Administration's proposed 
the ctdation o£ the Foundation for Education 
not include provisions for th£ continuation of 
as stated before, we believe that the 
entrusted to V FEDAC duplicate those vested in 0MB 
Reduction Act of. 1980. Therefore; we view fch£ x 
FEDAC as unnecessary. { . 



However, since FEDAC is to remain in operation until pur 
legislative proposal* is enacted-, we appreciate this opportunity 
'to comment on the one recommendation that would, affect 0MB.. That 
recommendation requests the Director of 0MB to: 

"Provide direction ' for the review and approval of * 
education-related information collection* requests, 
as required by the Paperwork Reduction Act of 19150, 
, by issuing of ficial guidance on proper coordinating . 
procedure between Ed and 0MB. M _= 

> 

0MB is currently revising its Circular A-40 "Clearance of Public 
Reporting and Recordkeeping' Requirements under the Federal 
Reports Act'," to incorporate, among other changes, 



/ • 
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specific submission procedures for information collections 4that 
are to ^'reviewed by the. Federal Education Data Acquisition 
Council (FEDAC) and approved by OMB, We believe this change will 
implement the GAO recommendation to the Director of 0MB. 

We appreciate this opportunity "to comment on your draft. 

Sincerely, 

. * ^^^^ Ja^C^ 

Christopher DeMuth* ' 
Administrator for Information- 
*arfd Regulatory' Atfairs * * 
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